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CURRENT TOPICS. 


Ir wit se seen from the notice which we print elsewhere that 
in future all taxations in lunacy proceedings will be disposed of 
by Master Broxam, and that the other taxations will be distributed 
among the other chancery taxing masters. 





Tue oxper for transfer of causes to Mr. Justice Kexewicn for 
the purpose of trial or hearing only, to which we referred last 
week as impending, may, we believe, be anticipated to be pub- 
lished early next week. The causes to be transferred consist of 
30 from the list of Mr. Justice Curry, 35 from that of Mr. 
Justice Nortu, and 35 from that of Mr. Justice Srretine 





On Tvespay an application was made to Mr. Justice Norra that 
a witness action, which would in the regular course have come 
into the paper for Wednesday, might stand out of the paper for 
three weeks. The application was made with the consent of all 
the parties. His lordship said that if the parties to an action 
were not ready when it came on for trial in its turn, it must go to 
the bottom of the list. He could not allow it to stand over on any 
other terms. 





On a case in Mr. Justice Kexewicn’s list being called on on 
Thursday last, it appeared that an order had been made staying the 
action as long ago as June 28. His lordship said that grave 
inconvenience was occasioned to the public and those practising 
in his court by ineffective actions coming into the list which ought 
never to have got there. He considered, and should hold until 
corrected by a higher court, that it was the duty of the solicitor 
of the plaintiff in any action, and who thus had the conduct of it, 
to prevent such cases coming into the list, and to give proper 
notice to those who had the preparation of the lists of the fact 
that any such action was disposed of. 





No notirication has yet been published laying down the 
requirements of the Court of Appeal with respect to applications 
for appeals to stand out of the list. That the several members of 
the two divisions of the court are in communication with each 
ether on the subject is known, and until their decision is made 
public the rule laid down by Lord Justice Corron prevails as to 
chancery appeals—viz., that parties applying to have their appeals 
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marked as ‘‘ standing over by consent’ must state in writing the 
reasons for their application. There has been a general difficul 
in understanding why their lordships should have thought it 
necessary to prescribe some formality placing a restriction on the 
freedom of suitors with regard to their appeals. We have heard 
it suggested that the reason is that a suspicion is entertained 
that the consents which are signed by the solicitors on both sides 
are sometimes so signed simply for the convenience of the soli- 
citors, and without reference to the rights or wishes of their 
clients. We should be sorry to believe that such an unworthy 
idea was entertained by any member of the Court of Appeal. 





We presume that before many months have elapsed some decision 
will be announced as to the mode of application of the late Mr. Jus- 
tice Quain’s bequest of £10,000 for the promotion of legal educa- 
tion, which became available on the death of his brother, the late Mr. 
Ricuarp Quan. Although the will of the learned judge contains 
a recommendation that the sum should be applied to the foundation 
of a professorship of comparative law, it is expressly provided that 
this recommendation is not to constitute a binding tion, and 
the application both of principal and income is left to the absolute 
discretion of the trustees, who are Lord Srxsorne, Mr. Justice 
Curry, and Mr. W. A. Jevons, of Liverpool. The only obligation 
imposed is that the bequest shall be applied to the promotion of 
legal education in England, but so that such education shall not be 
eonfined to any branch of the legal profession, but shall be open to 
the public on the same terms. e do not presume to urge any 
pecific mode of application; the decision on that point cannot 
possibly be in better hands, but we may perhaps be allowed to 
make the obvious remark that, as the income of the bequest will be 
comparatively small, it can hardly be desirable to fritter it among 
several institutions ; and further to suggest that the present is an 
opportune time for consideration by the bodies interested in the 
education of law students in London whether an amalgamation of 
their forces might not result in the furnishing of a sufficient reason 
for the appropriation of the bequest to the united law school thus 
formed. Is there any reason, beyond a groundless etiquette, why 
intending barristers and solicitors should receive their theoretical 
legal training separately, or why the school of law they attend 
should be restricted to persons intending to enter the legal profes- 
sion ? 





Ir Is REALLY ASTONISHING how angry learned judges become at 
the prospect of a half-day’s holiday not voluntarily selected by 
them. Not only do these eminent persons shut up their courts on 
days on which there is no obligation, and sometimes no authority, 
to have them shut, but at least one instance has been known of the 
absence of an occupant of the judicial bench at the commencement 
of sittings, not explained by any public engagements or illness. But 
we never heard that in these instances solicitors and clients, the hear- 
ing of whose case swas postponed, stormed about the precincts of the 
courts publicly denouncing the judge, and suggesting that an address 
should be presented for his removal. It appears, however, that, 
when solicitors whose cases have been put in the list of a judge of 
the Queen’s Bench Division for trial bappen to be unprepared for 
trial, ‘‘an intolerable public nuisance” is occasioned, justifying 
violent language on the part of the judge, and even the suggestion 
by him that “a few actions for negligence against solicitors in 
these cases would do a vast deal of good.” Whether the judge 
was right or wrong in this suggestion, we think on reflection he 
will see that it was one which ought not to have been 
made from the bench. To come, however, to the subject- 
matter of the learned judge’s complaint. There was no 
doubt a lamentable breakdown of the paper on the occasion 
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referred to, and we do not pretend to say that the solicitors 
concerned, or some of them, were wholly free from blame. 
We do not know the circumstances under which these cases 
came into the paper. What we do complain of is, first, the 
blame thrown on solicitors in cases at the bottom of the list in 
another court, which they had been assured were not at all likely 
to come on for some hours, but which were sent for by Mr. 
Justice Marnew. How is the solicitor to know that his 
case will be sent for to. supply the wants of another judge? 
Is he to waste a day on the chance of such an unforeseen 
summons? But our main ground of complaint is Mr. Justice 
Marnew’s assumption that the whole blame rests with the solici- 
tors. He wholly failed to take into account the results of the 
ridiculous system, or want of system, adopted by the officials in 
the arrangement of the lists. As an esteemed correspondent points 
out, no solicitor can possibly know until 4.30 on the previous day 
whether a case will or will not: be in the list. As long as this 
state of things is allowed to continue, occasional breakdowns of 
the paper must be expected, and Mr. Justice Marnew would 
have done infinitely more service to the public if, instead of 
abusing the solicitors, he had directed his attention to urging 
the adoption of some means for giving earlier information to them 
as to the time at which cases are likely to be heard. 





Tne Graxp Jury of the Wolverhampton Quarter Sessions in 
‘“‘ presenting”? a persen as the author of an alleged “ false, 
scandalous, defamatory, seditious, and treasonable’”’ libel, are 
merely reviving an old practice. It seems that there are three 
kinds of presentment by grand jurors. There is (1) the well- 
known one by which ‘the grand jurors for our Lady the Queen 
upon their oath present,” upon bill found, that certain person has 
committed a crime—more commonly termed an indictment, though, 
as Coke puts it (2 Inst. 379), “every indictment is a present- 
ment, but every presentment is not an indictment” ; (2) the mere 
representation of a public grievance, actual or apprehended, as 
that a particular assize town is threatened with a loss of its 
privileges, or that prisoners are kept too long waiting for trial ; 
and Ae) the accusation of a particular person, without bill found 
by the grand jury themselves, as in the recent Wolverhampton 
case. This kind of presentment appears to be applicable to mis- 
demeanours only (see Steph. Com., vol. 4, p. 357), and was 
formerly common in the case of non-repair of highways (see for its 
abolition in such cases the 99th section of the Highways Act, 1835 
(5 & 6 Will. 4, c. 50)). Coke says that “the presentment is 
afterwards reduced to a formed [sic] indictment” (2 Inst. 379), 
from which we gather that it is obligatory upon some person to 
— upon the presentment, though who is charged with that 
uty it is very difficult to say. The Royal Commissioners who 
reported on the Criminal Code Bill treated this form of present- 
ment as long since fallen into desuetude, and we are not sure that 
the Wolverhampton Grand Jury have acted wisely in reviving it. 





RecIstRATION APPEALS will now soon come on to be heard. It 
will not be known until the close of to-day (Saturday) how many 
appeals there will be, as appellants have any day “ within the first 
four days of Michaelmas Term” (November 2 to November 5) to 
give notice of their appeals in (see section 62 of the Parliamentary 
Registration Act, 1843), and, by virtue of the decision of the Court 
of in Christ’s College v. Martin (3 Q. B. D. 16), ‘* Michael- 
mas Term ” cannot be read as “ Michaelmas Sittings.”” The special 
provision otherwise made in 1885 by section 30 (c.) of the Re- 
distribution of Seats Act, 1885, was only applicable to the year 
1885, and has not been continued. The Court of Common Pleas 
(see Autey v. Topham, 5 M. & G. 1, and Petherbridge v. Ash, 4 
C. B. 74) was always very strict as to the time of notice, and 
would not hear appeals of which notice was given after the 
termination of the four days, and there seems to be no doubt that 
the High Court would follow the same practice. The fixing of 
the time for hearing is regulated by section 63 of the Parliamentary 
Registration Act, 1843, which directs that ‘the judges of the 
Court of Common Pleas” [now the judges of the Suom's Bench 
Division of the High Court] ‘shall, as soon as may be after the 
fourth day of Michaelmas Term in every year, make arrangements 








for hearing the appeals entered, and shall appoint such certain day 
or days as they may think fit and necessary, but as 
early as conveniently may be, for the purpose of hearing such 
appeals.” By the 64th section no appeal may be heard unless 
notice has been given by the appellant to the masters of the court 
and to the respondent within “ the first four days”’ of his intention 
to prosecute the appeal. 





A LEARNED CORRESPONDENT writes to a country paper to warn 
the inhabitants of his district and the frequenters of a market to 
be held on All Saints’ Day against a very strange provision which 
still remains on the Statute Book. The Act of 27 Hen. 6, c. 5, pre- 
scribes that ‘all manner of fairs and markets in [sic] the said prin- 
cipal feasts and Sundays and Good Friday shall clearly cease from 
all shewing of any goods or merchandises (necessary victual only 
excepted) upon pain of forfeiture of all the goods aforesaid, so 
shewed, to the lord of the Franchise or Liberty where such goods, 
contrary to this ordinance, be, or shall be, shewed (the four Sundays 
in harvest except).” The “principal feasts” referred to are men- 
tioned in the preamble as being all Sundays, the Feast of the 
Ascension, the Day of Corpus Christi, the Feast of the Assump- 
tion, the Day of All Saints, and Good Friduy. By 13 & 14 
Vict. c. 23, passed in 1850, the exception of the four Sundays in 
harvest was repealed, and it was provided that the Act of Henry 6 
should be construed ‘‘as if such exception were not inserted 
therein’; but this partially repealing Act was itself repealed by 
the Statute Law Revision Act, 1875. The Act of Henry 6, how- 
ever, remains unrepealed, and still appears in the Revised Statutes, 
and might be used in a way which would excite great indigna- 
tion and annoyance. Surely the time has come for the removal of 
this musty legislation from the Statute Book. 





TER may possibly be a question whether Mr. Justice Srzruen was 
right in all respects in his ruling as to the want of corroboration 
in the Enpacorr case, though we think few people can doubt that, 
apart from other difficulties, there was no corroboration sufficient 
for a conviction. Although the learned judge took his definition 
of the offence of perjury from his own Digest of the Criminal Law 
(Art. 135), he did not cite, as he might well have done, as further 
illustrating the special rule of evidence applicable to the offence of 
perjury, the statement in his Digest of the Law of Evidence (Art. 
122) that, ‘‘if, upon a trial for perjury, the only evidence against 
the defendant is the oath of one witness contradicting the oath on 
which perjury is assigned, and if no circumstances are proved 
which corroborate such witness, the defendant is entitled to be 
acquitted.” It is to be observed that Mr. Bzst, in his treatise on 
Evidence, rejects as “‘by no means satisfactory” the reason 
ordinarily given for the rule requiring corroborative evidence upon 
an indictment for perjury—namely, that, ‘‘ when nothing beyond 
the testimony of a single witness is produced to falsify it, there is 
nothing but oath against oath”; but he suggests that the rule is 
rather based upon public policy, and that ‘‘ the obligation of pro- 
tecting witnesses from oppression or annoyance, by charges, or 
threats of charges, of having borne false testimony, is far paramount 
to that of giving even perjury its deserts.” 





“As anD FRoM,”’ instead of “as from,” is occasionally written 
by careless draftemen, and, as the solecism has found its way into 
the statutes, it may be worth while to noticeit. In chapter 33 of 
last session, section 2 (the Land Law (Ireland) Act, 1887), we 
read that the court may declare a lease or grant to be void “‘as and 
from the date of the order””—that is, void as the date and from 
the date! 








Mr. Frank Scott Haydon, assistant keeper at the Public Record Offices, 
Chancery Lane, committed suicide at his residence at Wimbledon on 
Saturday last. At the inquest a verdict of temporary insanity was returned. 


The American Law Record says that ina case of Partain v State, which was 
an appeal from a conviction under an indictment for perjury, @ reversal was 
claimed on the ground that the verdict found the defendant “ guilly ” instead 
of finding him “guilty.” But the court did not see the strength of the 


point, and the judgment was affirmed. 
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THE INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY AND THE 
LAND TRANSFER BILL. F 


WE are glad to learn that action is being taken by the Council of the 
Incorporated Law Society in view of the probable re-introduction of 
the Land Transfer Bill next Session. A month ago we drew atten- 
tion to the considerations that the Bill was likely to be in hand 
again before the close of the present year, and that it was ex- 
tremely desirable that there should be an early and general expres- 
rion of opinion with regard to its provisions on the part of the 
profession. We added that it was not less desirable that there 
should be practical unanimity in this expression, and we suggested 
whether this would not be best achieved by a conference of repre- 
sentatives of the country law societies and the council of the In. 
corporated Law Society. It is satisfactory to find that a very 
excellent preliminary step towards the course we advocated 
has now been taken. We understand that the Council have 
addressed a circular to the provincial law societies in which 
they state that they have reason to believe that the Bill, in sub- 
stantially the form in which it passed through the House of Lords 
last session, will be re-introduced as a Government measure early 
next session, and they are therefore desirous, in view of this 
probability, that a carefully-prepared statement of objections and 
suggestions should be submitted to the Lord Chancellor for con- 
sideration before the end of the present year, and should, so far as 
the case admits, be supported by evidence. 

The chief points upon which the society wish for detailed in- 
formation, with, if possible, facts and figures in support of them, 
are— 

1. The necessity or expediency of registration, compulsory or 
otherwise, and the costs necessarily incident to any such system of 
conveyancing as compared with that now in force, with the average 
cost of sales and mortgages, especially in small transactions ; and 
as to the average proportion of small transactions in the general 
conveyancing business of the country. 

2. The advantages or disadvantages of the proposed system of 
double registration—that is, by the grantor as well as the grantee. 

3. The principle on which land transfer districts should be con- 
stituted, and whether they should be numerous and local or cen- 
tralized. 

4. The advantages or disadvantages of the proposed system of 
confirmation of titles. 

5. The effect of the alterations or amendments of the law con- 
templated by the Bill, and the mode in which they can be best 
carried out in practice. 

6. The position of solicitors under the proposed scheme. 

There can, we think, be no objection raised to the form of most 
of these questions. We think it a mistake, however, that No. 1 
has not been divided so as to refer separately (1) to the necessity or 
expediency of compulsory registration of title, and (2) to the 
necessity or expediency of non-compulsory registration of title. 
We hope that in th: replies to the circulars the two questions will 
be kept carefully separate. Our own opinion, repeatedly ex- 
pressed, is that in view of the consensus of all the political parties 
in favour of registration of title in some form or other, further 
discussion on the general question will be futile, and that the 
practical question for solicitors as a body is as to the best means 
of securing that it has not added to it the evil of compulsion, and 
that in other respects its mode of working is made as free from 
friction as possible. We are awere, however, that this is not the 
view entertained by a considerable section of the profession, and, 
of course, the Council are bound to frame their circular so as to 
elicit all shades of opinion. 

It would, we think, be very advantageous if representatives of 
the country law societies were to meet the council after all the 
evidence and suggestions had been collected, for the purpose of 
agreeing upon the form of communication to be made to the Lord 
Chancellor. It should be remembered that the members of the 
profession most likely to be affected by the changes proposed by 
the Bill are the country solicitors, and it is reasonable that any 
representations which may be made by the council on behalf of 
the profession should have the full concurrence of this important 
rection. 








_The Lord Chancellor has consented to lay the fcundation stone of the new 
City of London Court on the 23rd inst. 


THE MERCHANDISE MARKS ACT, 1887. 
I. 

Tue Merchandise Marks Act, 1862, by which statutory penalties 
were provided for the infringement of trade-marks, was the first 
effort of the Legislature to secure fair dealing in this respect. Since 
that time four Acts of Parliament dealing with the registration of 
trade-marks have been passed, the last of them repealing the fir ¢ 
three and consolidating and extending their provisions, and the 
time was generally felt to have arrived when the original Act of 
1862, which was necessarily of a somewhat experimental and 
tentative character, might be useful'y revised in the interests of 
the public at large no less than in those of the tr.ding community. 
An important factor in leading the public to arrive at this con- 
clusion was supplied by the loud and fully justified complaints of the 
Sheffield traders of the unscrupulous mannerin which their names and 
marks were forged wholesale by foreign, especially German, manu- 
facturers of interior goods, and it must be admitted that, how- 
ever desirable it may be that purchasers should have the oppor- 
tuaity of procuring, if they choose, foreign inferior goods at a cheap 
price, it is not to be tolerated that they should be induced to buy 
them in the belief that they are buying the best goods of the 
best makers. The necessary result of such conduct is not merely 
to deprive English traders of the profits which they ought to 
receive, but—what is of far greater importance—to ruin their 
business in the markets of the world by causing them to be 
credited with tke inferior productions of foreign fectories. The 
watch trade also bitterly complained of the system of stamping 
English hall-marks on foreign-made watches. 

In 1886 Mr. Mundella, the then President of the Board of 
Trade, himself one of the members for the town of Sheffield, en- 
deavoured to give satisfaction to the demand which had arisen by 
introducing a Bill which dealt with the criminal punishment of 
trade-mark forgers. This Bill failed to become law in consequence 
of the dissolution of Parliament, but greater success has attended 
in the current year the combined efforts of Mr. Mundella and the 
present Government, which have resulted in the enactment of 
the statute which we now propose to discuss in some detail. 

The Act repeals the Act of 1862, and substitutes for it a new 
set of provisions, in some respects repeating those of the repealed 
Act, but going far beyond it in others. In fact, if the present 
Act were construed strictly, and generally enforced, it is not too 
much to say that a complete revolution would be brought about 
in the system of nomenclature hitherto in vogue among British 
traders. 

The leading features of the Act are to be found in sections 2—6, 
containing the criminal law relating to trade-marks and trade 
descriptions (with which may be coupled sections 18 and 20), 
section 17, relatiog te the implication of a warranty, and section 
16, relating to tne Customs. Sections 7 and & are especially 
directed to the grievances of the watch trade, and the remaining 
provisions, though of considerable importance, as will be seen 
presently, are of a supplementary character. 

It may be convenient to consider first the criminal law relating 
to trade-marks, and the first thing to be observed is that the 
definition of ‘‘ trade-mark” contained in section 3 (1) confines that 
term to trade-marks registered in England or protected by law in 
British possessions and foreign countries to which section 103 of 
the Patents, &c., Act, 1883, is made applicable by Order in 
Council issued under that section or section 104 ofthe same Act. In 
dealing, therefore, with forgery or false application of trade-marks, 
the Act is limited to trade-marks within this definition, but it 
must not be supposed that trade-marks outside the definition are 
left altogether without protection, since section 3 (2) is clearly 
directed to the prevention of frauds in respect of such marks, 
which it classifies with trade descriptions. 

Section 4 defines forgery of a trade-mark, which will be com- 
mitted by anyone who, without the assent of the (registered) 
proprietor (the burden of proving which is thrown upon the 
defendant), makes the trade-mark, or a mark so nearly resembling 
it as to be calculated to deceive, or falsifies any genuine trade- 
mark by alteration, addition, effacement, or otherwise. There 
seems to be something wanting in this definition, as it does not 
contain any reference to the class of goods to which the forged 
trade-mark is applied or intended to be applied, whereas the whole 
substance of the wrongdoing consists in applying the forged 
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mark to the same class of goods to which the genuine mark is 
applied. It has been repeatedly laid down, both before and since 
the establishment of the register of trade-marks, that a trader can- 
not acquire any rights in a trade-mark except in connection with 
the goods for which he actually uses it, though he may register it 
for goods for which he is about to use it. And there is nothing 
in the registration Acts or in common sense to prevent the same 
identical device being registered by fifty different persons in the 
fifty classes of goods under these Acts, or to prevent each of the 
fifty from acquiring an exclusive right to the device for his own 
class of goods against all the others. It seems hardly possible to 
suppose that a wine merchant could successfully prosecute a person 
who applied the same mark as his to packets of needles, or that a 
lucifer-match maker could successfully prosecute a dealer in Man- 
chester goods. Probably persons who consider that their rights 
have been interfered with will either be provided with evidence 
as to the purpose for which the spurious mark was intended, or 
will rely on the provisions of the Act as to false application of a 
trade-mark or mark. 

Section 5 deals with application and false application of a trade- 
mark or mark. Application ie to mean application of the mark to 
the goods themselves, or to any covering, &c., with which the 
goods are exposed for sale, &c., or placing goods exposed for sale, 
&c., with any covering, &c., having a trade-mark (i.e., a genuine 
registered trade-mark), applied, or using a trade-mark or mark in 
any manner calculated to lead to the belief that the goods in con- 
nection with which it is used are designated thereby. There isa 
false application when anyone, without the assent of the 
proprietor of a trade-mark—the burden of proving which is thrown 
upon the defendant—applies to goods such trade-mark or any 
mark so nearly resembling it as to be calculated to deceive. It 
may be presumed that the assent of the proprietor will only be 
given when both goods and covering, &c., are genuine, so that 
practically any application of a spurious mark, whether to the 
substance of the goods or to the wrapper, &c., with which they are 
sold, is a false application; and so is the refilling of genuine 
marked cases, bottles, &c., with spurious goods; so, too, any 
other deceptive user of a trade-mark or mark. 

Having now got the material definitions, we are able to revert to 
section 2, which lays down what is to be considered an offence 
against the Act. Such offences are divided into two principal 
classes, of which the first is regulated by sub-section (1) and com- 

rises offences of which the essence may be described as consisting 
in doing or causing to be done to goods something wrong in respect 
of marking ; while the second class, regulated by sub-section (2), 
comprises offences of which the essence consists of selling, offering 
for sale, or having in possession for sale, &c., goods to which some- 
thing wrong in respect of marking has been done. Sub-section (1), 
so far as it relates to trade-marks, comprises forgery of a trade- 
mark, false application of a mark, making instruments for the 
forgery of a trade-mark, disposing of or having in possession such 
instruments, and causing any of such things to be done. Anyone 
who does any of such things is guilty of an offence against the Act 
unless he proves that he acted without intent to defraud, the 
burden of proof being cast upon him. The last provision is, per- 
haps, the most important, as it shifts the burden of proof from the 
prosecutor to the defendant. Recent legislation has shewn a 
decided tendency in this direction, and in the case under considera- 
tion, at all events, this does not appear to be unreasonable, since it 
must necessarily be exceedingly difficult for a prosecutor to prove 
what was in the defendant’s mind when he committed the acts 
complained of, whereas a defendant should have but little difficulty 
in proving his absence of fraudulent intention if he in fact had 
none. A prosecutor can in ordinary cases do little more than ask 
the court or jury to draw an inference from the defendant’s con- 
duct. Section 6 provides a special defence for persons whose 
ordinary business is to make for others instruments for making 
trade-marks, or to apply marks to goods for others; but it does 
not seem necessary to refer to this section in detail, as a justifica- 
tion under the section requires four conditions to be proved by the 
defendant, which seems less beneficial for the defendant than if he 
confines himself to proving absence of intent to defraud under sec- 
tion 2 (1). 

An offence against the Act is committed under section 2 (2) by 
everyone who sells, or exposes for sale, or has in his possession for 
vals or any purpese ef trade ot manufacture goods bearing a forged 





trade-mark or having a trade-mark or mark falsely app'ied to 
them, unless he proves either that he took reasonable precautions, 
had hho reason to suspect genuineness, and gave all information on 
demand, or elee that otherwise he has actedinnocently. The effect 
of this seems to be that unless a.demand for information has been 
made the defendant is left to prove his innocence generally, as in 
that case he is unable to prove the whole of the requisites for an 
excuse under the first alternative, one of them being that he gave 
information on demand. If such a demand has been made then the 
alternative excuse is alsoavailable. It will be observed that, with 
respect to giving information as to the person from whom the 
spurious goods were obtained, the Act only refers to this as one of 
the requisites for an excuse under the first alternative, in this respect 
departing from the repealed Act of 1862, which expressly enacted, by 
section 6, that any person selling, &c., goods bearing a forged trade- 
mark was bound under a penalty to give full information on 
demand, and if he did not give it a promd facie presumption of 
guilty knowledge on his part was established. It seems un- 
fortunate that in this respect the new Act has departed from the 
old one, having regard to the evident desirability of compelling 
disclosure of the primarily guilty party. As the law now stands 
it may well be worth the while of a manufacturer of spurious 
goods to pay handsomely for silence on the part of a retailer, and 
the latter may think it preferable to accept the bribe and take his 
chance of acquittal, or, at the worst, of a fine which the bribe 
would more than cover. If the trial should end in a conviction, 
and a sentence of imprisonment, there would be little object then 
in making the disclosure. The Act of 1862 fixed the penalty for 
non-disclosure at £5 only, but it would certainly appear that the 
interests of the public would be best served by making disclosure 
compulsory under a fine rising toa very high maximum, so as to 
reduce to a minimum the possible motives for reticence. 

To sum up this part of the Act, the result of it seems to be that 
if the proprietor of a registered trade-mark prosecutes a person who 
offers for sale goods bearing a spurious imitation of his trade-mark, 
he must prove his registration and the fact of the sale and of the 
similarity of the mark. The defendant must prove either dis- 
similarity between the marks; or the assent of the proprietor to 
the making or application of the mark (in which case there is no 
forgery or false application under sections 4 and 5); or absence of 
intent to defraud, if he is charged under section 2 (1); or either 
of the alternative defences allowed, if he is charged under section 
2 (2); or the special defence allowed by section 6 if he is within 
the purview of that section. The most usual instances of absence 
of intent to defraud under section 2 (1), or of innocence generally 
under section 2 (2) (c.), would appear to be cases in whizh the 
defendant has acted either under a claim of right or in ignorance 
of the prosecutor’s rights. 








LEGISLATION OF THE YEAR. 
CORONERS ACT, 
50 & 51 Vict. c. 71.—An Act To ConsoLIDATE THE LAW RELATING 
TO CORONERS. 

In 1879 the Government introduced a Bill, not only consolidating, 
but also amending the law of coroner in such important particulars 
as the abolition of the election of county coroners by freeholders, 
and the restriction of the office to the legal profession. The present 
Act is almos: entirely consolidating, but the phraseology of the 
consolidated statutes—eg., of the celebrated 4 Ed., ‘‘De Officio 
Coronatoris”»—being in many cases very archaic, has been widely 
departed from, and much of the law which had to be consolidated, as 
that relative to the holding of a fresh inquest, was not statute law 
at all, The statute, therefore, will require a careful perusal. 

One rather important question must sooner or later arise as to the 
qualification by estate. It was enacted by 14 Ed. 3, st. 1, c. 8, 
that a county coroner must have land sufficient in the county to 
answer to all manner of people, and the 12th section of the Act 
repeats this without variation. Now Jervis (see pp. 10, 79, of Jervis 
on Coroners) happens to have given two conflicting opinions on the 
question whether insufficiency of landed estate is a good cause of 
removal. As long as the landed qualification slumbered in an old 
statute of Edward the Third, difficulties arising out of it were not 
likely to occur. But the solemn re-enactment of it in a consolidating 
statute of 1887 is a very different matter. The post is sharply fought 
for in many counties, and the landed candidate may be expected to 
try the meaning df the law in event of being beaten by a candidate 
having no land: 








oe sh at eno eee oA Gh De bet ee ah Oe 


922 © 4 “| of we 4S 


2m 
= = 








— Fe 


a ee ewan ae ees StS Se 4°. ve eee eRe wen" la lmUT ee 


— 


ooco ona rf 


nt 





Nov. 5, 1887. 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 5 








The Act consists of forty-four sections and three schedules, the first | dealing successively with the parties to and recitals in them ; ‘the 


schedule containing rules for election of county coroners, taken without 
alteration, so far as we have been able to discover, from 7 & 8 Vict. c. 
62, ss. 9—16; the second, a set of forms of inquisition, &c., which 
previously were not part of the statute law; and the third, a list of 
repealed Acts. From this list there is a very important omission. 
For some reason which we have failed to discover, the provisions of 
7 & 8 Vict. c. 92, ss. 1—8, as to the division of counties into coroner’s 
districts, and of 23 & 24 Vict. c. 116, s, 4, as to the payment of the 
salary of a county coroner, have not been included in the repeals. 
For these, therefore, recourse must be had to the old law, and it may 
be also observed that the Births and Deaths Registration Act of 
1574, the Explosives Act of 1875, the Interments (Felo de se) Act of 
1882, and the Coal Mines Regulation Act of 1887, contain pro- 
visions as to the duties of coroners which are not included in the 
present Act. 

The small amendments effected, if amendments they may be called, 
consist in occasional codifications of the common law—e.g., in respect 
to holding fresh inquests (see Reg. v. Carter, 24 W. R. 882), in 
which case it is provided by section 6, sub-section 3, that a view of 
the body may be dispensed with unless by order of the court, thus 
altering the law as laid down in Reg. v. Carter. But occasion 
has not been taken to define the jurisdiction in treasure trove, or to 
give a coroner jurisdiction in case of fire not resulting in death, or to 
define the jurisdiction of the judges of the High Court generally in 
relation to a coroner or his duties, or to allow an atheist to be sworn 
on a coroner’s jury, or to provide remuneration for jurors, which 
appears to be provided quite illegally in many places by ‘‘ the 
authorities” (see Jervis, p. 201). The Act is by no means a 
satisfactory one, and will probably be followed by an amending 
statute before long. 








REVIEWS. 
SETTLEMENTS. 


A TREATISE ON THE LAw OF SETTLEMENTS OF PROPERTY MADE 
UPON MARRIAGE AND OTHER OCCASIONS. By JoHN SAVILL 
VaIZzEY, Barrister-at-Law. Two Vols. H. Sweet & Sons. 


We learn from the preface that the origin of this work was a re- 
quest made to the author by the late Mr. George Sweet to furnish an 
essay introductory to the collection of precedents of settlements in 
the tenth volume of the third edition of Bythewood’s Conveyancing. 
Circumstances prevented the fulfilment of this request, and the result 
has been the preparation of a work of a very different character 
= more or less fragmentary disquisition originally contem- 

lated. 

. In one respect, at least, the subject is a peculiarly difficult one. 
It has an unusually large number of branches; many of these 
branches are of an extremely complex character, and there is an 
almost infinite variety of matters having some sort of collateral con- 
nection. The question must be constantly arising in the mind of the 
writer—where are you going to stop? The enterprizing young 
gentleman who, as soon as he has purchased his wig, sits down to 
perpetrate a law book, would find it impossible to answer this ques- 
tion. It is experience in practice alone which can afford a trust- 
worthy guide, the proper test being, What information is likely to 
be wanted by the practitioner who has to prepare or to interpret a 
settlement ? In this respect we are able to give high praise to Mr. 
Vaizey’s book. The author has made excellent use of his large ex- 
perience. Alike in the selection and rejection of topics and in the pro- 
portion of space allotted to the leading and subsidiary subjects 
respectively, he has shewn, in general, excellent judgment and a 
keen perception of the requirements of the practitioner 

It seems to us that the scope of the book is hardly sufficiently ex- 
pressed by the title. It is not, like Peachey, a treatise merely or 
mainly on the construction of tke express provisions of settlements ; 
it is = Fe a treatise on the rights and duties of limited owners and 
trustees in relation to settled property as prescribed by statute and 
the general law. When the scope of the book is understood, we think 
that no reader will say that the author has strayed beyond the limits 
of practical utility ; if there is any fault to be found in the matter it 
will robably be that he might, with advantage, have gone further in 
one direction—viz., the duties of trustees in the ultimate distribution 
of the trust funds under a personalty settlement. 

The general arrangement of matter in the book is logical and con- 
venient. Starting with a consideration of the constitution and 
functions of settlements, in the course of which disabilities other 
than infancy are dealt with, we come next to an exposition of the law 
relating to articles and settlements upon marriage during infancy (1) 
apart from the Infants’ Settlement Acts and (2) under those Acts, 
Then follow the subjects of considerations and voluntary settlements 
and py nye: to settle created by contract or executory trust. Th 
author then takes up the general frame of settlements and articles, 


e | with this branch of law. 





various methods of conveyance of different subjects of property, and 
the general characteristics of powers. In the next ss 4 calles 
the head of ‘The Custody and Management of the perty,” we 
have an elaborate treatise on the construction, not merely of express 
powers, but also of the powers conferred by statute, and on the 
resulting rights and duties. This is followed by a consideration of 
the various interests created under settlements—such as the wife’s 
separate estate, estates for life, and the destination of the pro: 
after their determination. The name and arms clause and other 
shifting clauses, and settlement by referential uses and trusts are then 
discussed, and, after a chapter on trustees, we arrive, lastly, at the 
destruction of settlements, which is treated of under the heads of - 
powers of revocation, settlements on se tion or divorce, disposi- 
tions in variation of original settlements (i.¢., releases of powers and 
pre arrangements), and the means whereby settlements are de- 
feated. It seems to us that the chapter on stamp duty chargeable in 
respect of settlements ought to have preceded, instead of followed, the 
consideration of the destruction of settlements, but in other respects 
we think that very little objection can be urged to the general 
arrangement of the book. 

With regard to the author’s method, there is one most commendable 
characteristic. Whenever it is n to cite a statutory provi- 
sion the words of the enactment are given in full, being distinguished 
from the text by an additional margin, and they are followed by a 
commentary explanatory of their meaning, and embodying the deci- 
sions. The care with which the cases are collected is well shewn in 
the chapters on the Settled Estates Act and the Settled Land Acts, 
which constitute concise treatises on those Acts. We may add, in 
general, that the author’s style is easy and his language clear, and 
that the statements of cases we have checked have been invariably as 
accurate as they are terse. There is little or nothing to be found in 
the book of the work of the mere headnote extractor, or of the 
‘* Where” |so and so] “it was held”’ [so and so] style; the cases are 
considered and their effect shortly and clearly given. 

The opinions expressed by the author on moot points constitute not 
the least valuable part of the work ; they are generally supported by 
careful and well-condensed reasoning—see, for instance, the discus- 
siop of the proper implied covenants to be entered into by the settlor 
in a marriage settlement, at p. 324, and of the effect of the Married 
Women’s Property Act on the rights of the surviving busband, at pp. 
796—800. 

There are, no doubt, points on which, when the draft (shall we 
say) comes to be resettled, on a second edition, improvements will 
be effected. Some portions of the book might with advantage 
be condensed, and there might, perhaps, here and there be combined 
with the conveyancer’s characteristic caution rather more of the 
definiteness and directness of statement which give so much value to 
Mr. Davidson’s writings. But we have no hesitation in saying that 
Mr. Vaizey’s book is ro rs one, savouring of ripe learning, care, and 
accuracy, and well adapted to the practical requirements of the 
practitioner. It ought to live as long as our legislators will allow 
settlements themselves to exist. 

We are sorry to speak evil of the index, because we find 
from the preface that it is the work of a learned lady, but we are 
bound to say that we have found it very troublesome. The head- 
ings are not alphabetically arranged, and when they extend over 
a column or two, without being broken into sections, they are a great 
weariness to the flesh. And the selection of headings does not 
appear to us to be all that could be desired. There is nothing quite 
so bad as the device of the ingenious indexer who made one headlin £ 
of “Judge” and another of “Judges,” but why should we have 
‘* Minerals” when we also have ‘“‘ Mines”? And why should we 
have both ‘Married Woman” and ‘ Wife”? We have in vain 
attempted to discover the distinction. 





PATENTS CONVEYANCING, 


PATENTS CONVEYANCING. BEING A COLLECTION OF PRECEDENTS IN 
CONVEYANCING IN RELATION TO LETTERS PATENT FOR INVENTIONS, 
WITH DISSERTATIONS AND Copious NoTES ON THE LAW AND 
———— By Rosert Morris, M.A., Barrister-at-Law. Stevens 

8. 


The appearance of a large volume entirely devoted to the subject 
of conveyancing in relation to patents may fairly be consi as 
marking an epoch in the literature of the subject of letters patent. 
When it is remembered that the number of patents granted annually 
under the Act of 1883 is more rather than less than 10,000, and that 
there are probably in existence at the present time some seventy or 
eighty thousand patents, the wonder rather is that it has been to 
the present year to supply such a work. Mr. Morris suggests that 
the want has been felt for many years, and there can be no doubt 
that his work will be generally welcomed by those who have to deal 


The plan adopted will be familiar to those who are noquainted 
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with modern books of conveyancing precedents; first a general 
introduction, then dissertations on the different branches of the sub- 
ject, each followed by precedents of clauses and entire instruments, 
then an appendix containing the Acts of Parliament, rules, &c., con- 
cluding with an index. The dissertations and precedents are grouped 
under three principal heads—agreements, assignments and mortgages, 
and licences; to which are added a few miscellaneous precedents. It 
would probably be too much to say that nothing can be looked for 
here in vain, but it can certainly be said that an arrangement with 
respect to a patent must be of a very unusual character if no ap- 
licable form can here be found. The precedents with respect to 
cences appear to be especially complete, there being more than fifty 
special clauses, in addition to a dozen entire precedents and forty 
pages of dissertation. 

To criticize a work of this character in detail is hardly possible ; 
the question is whether it will stand the test of actual practice, and 
that question must be solved ambulando, but it is fair to say that the 
style in which the precedents are framed is clear and concise, that 
they provide for a very great variety of transactions in a reasonable 
and practical way, and that the dissertations contain a large amount 
of valuable and accurate information. We are glad to find in the 
introduction that the author adopts the view which appears to us to 
be correct with respect to two points under the Act of 1883 which 
have been the subject of discussion. He holds, notwithstanding the 
doubts of some writers, that the first importer of an invention from 
abroad is still entitled to obtain a patent in this country in respect of 
it, and it seems difficult to understand why an importer should not 
claim to be the true and first inventor of an invention which he de- 
clares to have been communicated to him from abroad, in the face of 
the decisions which lay down that ‘‘inventor,” in a legal sense, 
includes ‘‘ importer.” Mr. Morris also considers that the insufficiency 
of a specification filed under the new Act is a ground of revocation 
of the patent, just as much as the insufficiency of a specification in- 
validated a patent previously, and it would be hardly reasonable that 
this should be otherwise. However, this is a point on which the 
opinion of the court may some day be taken. The table of cases 
cites most of the reports, though we are surprised to find no references 
to the Patent Office Official Reports, which have now been current 
for nearly four years. The index is satisfactory. 


INFORMATIONS, MANDAMUS, AND PROHIBITION, 


INFORMATIONS, MANDAMUS, AND PROHIBITION. By Jonn Snort, 
LL.B., Barrister-at-law. William Clowes & Sons (Limited). 


Mr. Shortt divides his book into four parts of many chapters each, 
treating successively of Criminal Information, Quo Warranto Infor- 
mation, Mandamus, and Prohibition, and prints in an appendix 
the Crown Office Rules and Forms (the forms, amongst which are 
some useful ones of his own, somewhat singularly coming before the 
rules); the standing Orders of the House of Lords as to appeals 
which surely, looking to the extreme infrequency of appeals to that 
ouse in mandamus, ought to have been omitted) and the Table of 
Crown Office Fees. The divisions into parts is obvious enough, and 
the sub-divisions into chapters, such as “ origin of jurisdiction,” 
= eral rules applicable,” ‘‘ nature of duties enforceable,” ‘‘ the 
writ,” ‘‘the return,’”’ are well chosen and sufficient. 

In point of research, clearness of treatment and language, and, as 
far as we have been able to discover, accuracy, the book leaves little 
to be desired, but we cannot help thinking that there is a great deal 
too much of the old case law. Instances of this may be found at 
p- 298 in treating of the mandamus to hold a court leet ; st p. 141, 
note (y), where there is a reference to a practice antecedent to the 
Municipal Corporations Act of 1835 on a very trifling point; at p. 
284, where there is a long and carefully-compiled list of the offices to 
which restoration has been granted by mandamus ; and throughout the 
whole of the pages dealing with Prohibition to Ecclesiastical Courtsand 
that very pedantic piece of procedure called the ‘declaration in pro- 
hibition.” We observe that Mr. Shortt, though fully at home in 
ancient history, does not bring out sufficiently that curious modern 
war between the Court of Common Pleas and plaintiffs in the Mayor’s 
Court, London, in which the defendant's solicitor so oddly figured as 
@ stranger to the cause: see Robinson v. Emanuel (9 C. P. 441), 
Quartly [not Quarity] v. Timmins (9 C. P. 416). In many cases, too, 
there is a somewhat regrettable absence of independent criticism. 
We have spoken freely of what appear to us to be the defects of the 
book, but it is only fair to add that Mr. Shortt can well afford to be 
criticized. He has produced a sound, exhaustive, and reliable treatise 
upon subjects very greatly needing elucidation. 

An interesting ‘‘ Note on Reports,” which follows the table of 
cases, might have been enlarged with advantage. The index is very 

but we see no advantage in printing the table of statutes in it. 
The references throughout the book are, we regret to say, to one set 
of reports only. The convenient modern practice of giving references 
to other reports in the table of cases has not been adopted, 





SMITH’S LEADING CASES. 


A SELEcTION oF LEADING CASES ON VARIOUS BRANCHES OF THE 
Law. WitTH Notes. By Joun Wituiam SMITH, Barrister-at- 
Law. NinTH Epirion. By RicHaRD HENN COoLLIns, M.A., Q.C., 
and RoBerRT GEORGE ARBUTHNOT,M.A., Barristers-at-law. Two 
vols. W. Maxwell & Son. 


‘‘Smith’s Leading Cases,” a work long since too well known to 
stand in need of min, eulogy, was among the earliest of that host of 
later text-books by which the functions of the ancient ‘‘ Digests’ and 
‘* Abridgements”’ are now discharged. These latter, as Mr. F. W. 
Maitland has well observed in one of his instructive and entertaining 
essays, were Originally nothing more than the private common-place 
books of certain eminent and successful practitioners. In the good 
old days, when Lord Coke’s maxim that ‘‘many times compendia 
sunt dispendia”” was generally acted upon, the youthful aspirant to 
practice was compelled to rely upon his own exertions for many 
things which he now expects to have supplied to him ready-made by 
the booksellers. He would probably have been thought wanting in 
diligence if he did not at least try his hand upon making something 
like a general index to the Year Books and handful of other reports 
then published. The successful practitioner, having made in his 
youthful days a sufficient abstract or digest for his own use, took care 
in after days to keep it well ‘“‘noted up” as new decisions of 
generally recognized importance were delivered. Such a means of 
general reference was a possession of great value, and after being 
copied in MS. by numerous pupils, it sometimes, after the death of 
its author, attained to the dignity of printed publication, with a 
prefatory encomium on ‘his learning and diligence. This was the 
origin of such works as Brooke, Fitzherbert, and Rolle. Viner’s 
Abridgement, which was published towards the later part of the last 
century, and fills the imposing bulk of twenty-three volumes, 
perhaps marks the transition stage from the old idea to the new, for 
it resembles the old in aiming at 

resembles the new in being deliberately composed for publication, 
not merely, or even mainly, with a view to the author’s private 
practice. The necessity for some sub-division of the labour was even 
then becoming apparent. The professional reader well knows to 
what a degree of minuteness that sub-division has now been carried, 
in the almost vain hope of coping with the deluge that pours monthly 
and weekly about our ears. 

The mind shrinks back appalled from contemplating the state of 
things which must have existed at a time when contingent re- 
mainders formed a subject of the most urgent practical importance, 
while yet Fearne had not written his illustrious treatise. The same 
feeling of wonder asto how men got on without it perplexes the mind 
which reflects upon the days before Smith's great work had been 
published. Itis a necessary result of the course of time that its bulk 
should have been greatly swollen by extraneous additions; and as 
editors of the capacity of its author are rare, and those who exist 
seldom find time for the work of editing, there is always some risk of 
deterioration. The work, however, has been somewhat fortunate in 
this respect, and, as is well known, more than one of its editors has 
been raised to the bench. 

The changes introduced by recent legislation into most 
branches of the law have been sufficiently wide to make the 
task of preparing recent editions, and especially this edition, no 
light one. > not a few cases it has become necessary to introduce 
whole subjects which were foreign to the original scope of 
the work. For example, the enactment in the Judicature Act of 
1873, s. 25, sub-section (4), to the effect that there shall no longer be 
any merger at law of an estate when the beneficial interest would 
not be deemed to be merged in equity, introduces the whole doctrine 
of equity with respect to merger. The present edition does not treat 
this subject more fully than the edition of 1879. It cannot be denied 
that the subject is not exhausted by the citation (vol 1, p. 77) of the 
case of Brandon v. Brandon (9 W. R. 825, 31 L. J. Ch. 47); but the 
editors might plead that they have been compelled by want of 
space to leave the details to be sought elsewhere. We fear we 
must add that we know of no siugle place in which all the details 
are to be found. In the next followirg pages (77-79), are stated 
the provisions of the Conveyancing Act of 1581 with regard to the 
incidence of, and remedies upon, covenants, particularly those be- 
tween lessor and lessee The remarks made seem to be judicious, if 
not very copious. We agree with the learned editors in thinking 
that section 10 of that Act ‘‘ apparently enables the beneficial owner 
for the time being of the whole or part of the land leased to sue 
upon the covenants, whether he be the owner of the legal re- 
version or not, and whether or not there be any reversion by 
estoppel” (/bid., p. 78). They note the application of this doctrine 
to the donee of a power of leasing; and we imagine that they would 
consider that the same doctrine applies to leases made by a tenant 
for life under he Settled Land Act, 1882. The highly important 
cases of Haywood v. Brunswick Permanent Benefit Building Society 
(30 W. R. 299, 8 Q. B. D. 403), and London and South-Western Railway 
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v. Gomm (30 W. R. 620, 20 Ch. D. 562), have rendered 
necessary some important additions to the treatment of the 
doctrine of Tulk v. Moxhay (2 Ph. 774), relating to covenants which, 
though they do not ‘‘run with the land” at law, are enforceable in 
equity as against a purchaser who took with notice of them (Jbid. 
p- 101.) And in the same connection we find duly discussed the 
important case of Austerberry vy. Corporation of Oldham (33 W. R. 807, 
29 Ch. D. 750), which may be said practically to have decided that 
the burden of a covenant will not ‘‘run with the land,” except as 
between lessor and lessee (Jbid. p. 103.) Here we may take occa- 
sion to remark that the case of Mayor of Carlisle v. Blamire (8 East, 
487), in which the contrary doctrine was plainly assumed, though not 
decided, by the Court of King’s Bench, does not appear to have been 
cited: a neglect which is probably due to the omission of the case 
from the present work. The foregoing remarks, it will be observed, 
refer only to the notes on Spencer's case, and they will suffice to give 
some idea of the ¢ mass of information which is here accumulated 
and dealt witn. The work will continue to be what it has hitherto 
been : an indispeusable part of every law library. 





INSURANCE, 


Tne Laws oF INSURANCE: Fire, Lire, ACCIDENT, AND GUARANTEE, 
EMBODYING CASES IN THE ENGLISH, Scotrcn, IrIsH, AMERICAN, 
AND CANADIAN Courts. By JAMEs Biacs PorrTeEr, Barrister-at- 
law, assisted by W. F. Crates, M.A., Barrister-at-law. SECOND 
Epirion. Stevens & Haynes. 

In reviewing the first edition of this book we expressed our 
opinion that it was a painstaking and useful work. Its utility has 
been shewn by the speedy appearance of the present edition, and the 
labour of its authors is still. apparent to anyone who will glance 
through its pages. But with the wealth of material before him we 
wish that Mr. Porter had done more to digest and to classify it. 
The principles of the Jaw are frequently stated with clearness and 
precision, but there is too great a tendency to enumerate the cases 


without subordinating them to the principles they ought to/| P 


illustrate. And in the arrangement of these principles the book is 
wanting. There may, perhaps, be some semblance of method ob- 
served in glancing through the headings of the chapters, but each 
chapter stands greatly in need of a better and clearer classification of 
its contents. Of course, this defect may be, to some extent, remedied 
by the index, and if this is full and accurate, as it certainly is, there 
may be no difficulty in arriving at a case or a statement of law on 
the point in question. But with the material before him Mr. Porter 
might have given us more assistance than this. A better arrange- 
ment, too, would have helped him to apprehend more clearly the 
limits of his subject. Why, because insurances are usually effected 
with companies, should it be necessary to introduce a chapter dealing 
chiefly with the law applicable to all companies? And if it is wise 
to class together so many different kinds of insurance, the book 
would certainly be more useful if those portions of it which deal with 
some of them exclusively were more clearly marked off. This could 
frequently be done with advantage in the chapters where fire and 
life policies are treated of together. 

But while Mr. Porter might perhaps have treated his subject in a 
more ambitious and independent manner, we are not disposed to be 
ungrateful for what he has given us. The references to foreign 
cases are unusually numerous, and we notice that the author has 
followed our suggestion with regard to adding a table of abbrevia- 
tions to facilitate the references to these. The recent case of Falcke 
v. Scottish Imperial Insurance Co, (35 W. R. 143, 34 Ch D. 234), is 
mentioned several times in the notes, but perhaps the printing of the 
book had gone too far to allow of any allusion being made in the 
text to the important decision in the case that the doctrine of sal- 
vage has no application to policies of insurance. Otherwise, the book 
seems to be fully brought down to the present time, and the 
references to all the current reports are unusually and creditably full. 
A feature of interest in any such work must be the number of un- 
lucky chances which threaten the insured. Perhaps one of the most 
singular is the case of a man who was seized with paralysis, while on 
his way to pay an overdue premium, and died. An American court 
upheld the policy, though not unanimously. Much curious reading 
of this kind is to be found in the book, and it will enliven the monotony 
which results from the method of treatment pointed out above. 





CHITTY’S STATUTES. 


STATUTES OF PRACTICAL UTILITY PASSED IN THE SESSION OF 1887 
ENDING IN SEPTEMBER. Arranged in Alphabetical Order, with 
Notes. In continuation of Chitty’s Statutes. By J. M. Lexy, 
Esq., Barrister-at-Law. H. Sweet & Sons; Stevens & Sons. 

Mr. Lely tells us in his preface that out of more than 300 Bills in- 
troduced during the late session, 73 only became law. These statutes, 
however, embrace an unusual number offering special difficulty to 
the annotator. In the first place, the consolidating statutes relating | 





to Coroners, Merchandize Marks, Coal Mines, and Sheriffs, have to be 
compared with the law which they supersede, so as to trace the 
sources of their provisions and to ascertain the alterations, and in 
the next place the work of the annotator is rendered specially diffi- 
cult both by the numerous slips and obscurities which occur in the 
legislation of last session and by the singular incompleteness of 
Ts the Acts. We think that in these difficult circumstances 
Mr. Lely has done his work with care and discretion. His notes 
give the reader the information he is likely to require, not merely 
on the above-mentioned points, but also on very many topics con- 
nected with the statutory provisions, It is certainly extremely con- 
venient to have at hand a copy, in small compass, all the practically 
important Acts of last session supplemented by the useful annota- 
tions which Mr. Lely has furnished. 








CORRESPONDENCE. 


MR. JUSTICE MATHEW ON SOLICITORS. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. j 

Sir,— Mr. Justice Mathew made some severe comments last week in 
reference to the negligent conduct of our profession in not being 
ready to try their causes, and I do not doubt that the learned ju 
had good ground of complaint in the instances he was dealing with. 
But are we solicitors wholly to blame for this state of things ? 

It is impossible for anyone to judge, with any reasonable degree of 
certainty, when a case in the Queen’s Bench list is likely to be placed 
in the paper for trial. The authorities —i.e., the officials in the 
Associates’ Department —will not (or cannot, perhaps) do that which 
is done by the judges of the Chancery Division-—viz. have what is 
called a projected list of cases made out, whereby it is possible to 
estimate, at least a week beforehand, when a case is likely to appear 
in the paper of the day. 

Now, although the associates had the entire Long Vacation for the 

urpose, nobody could know, until about two o’clock on Saturday, 
the 22nd ult., what cases would be in the list for trial on the 24th. 
In fact one never has the means of knowing until half-past four on 
the previous day whether a case will be in the next day’s list. 

I feel certain that some plan could be devised to lessen the incon- 
venience, not only to the solicitors, but to the parties and their 
witnesses, and I suggest that it is quite __ to prepare and 
publish a list of say twenty or thirty cases for each week, so that the 
parties therein might be able to judge, at least, approximately when 
their cases would appear in the list of the day. 

Since this communication was drafted I o e that Mr. Munton 
has written to the Times on the same subject, but has not made any 
ee vo 

enclose my card for your information, but as I am on very good 
terms with the officials at the Associates’ Office I prefer sub- 
scribing myself as 
A Sotictror oF THIRTY-FOUR YEARS STANDING. 
London, E.C., Nov. 2. 





AN ABSURD ANOMALY. 
| Zo the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. } 

Sir,—I feel sure that all your readers will agree with me that there 
are so few honourable posts open to solicitors that augmentation is 
desirable. The better the social position of the profession, the 
better for the public. 

I desire to point out one absurdity which, in common with man 
other members of the profession, I think — at once to be rem ° 

A solicitor practising in one county and resident in another is 
eligible for, and is often made, a =e for the county in which 
he — A solicitor practising and resident in the same county is 
not eligible. 

A solicitor resident in a borough is eligible as a istrate for that 
borough on undertaking not to practise before the borough bench. 
Why should not this be extended to the county bench ? . } 
I think that if the profession, through ir representatives in 
Parliament, and by the various law societies, would ask for the 
redress of this anomaly, it would be at once conceded, as no persons 
are better qualified for the administration of the law than those who, 
like solicitors, are familiar with it. A SoLIcrror. 

Oct. 31. 





REFRESHERS ON APPEALS, 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 

Sir,—Reterring to the case of Easton v. The London Joint Stock 
Bank, reported in the last number of the SoxicrTors’ JOURNAL, we 
think it well, in view of your editorial comment on the case, to inform 
you that we are instructed to take the oo of the Court of — 
on the point. EsT, KING, ADAMS, & Co, 

66, Cannon-street, London, E.C., Nov. 3. 
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CASES OF THE WEEK. 


COURT OF APPEAL. 
MORITZ ¢. STEPHAN—No. 1., 2nd November. 


Practice—Nortice or Caxarcrnc Orper Nist—Service our or JURISDIC- 
tion—1 & 2 Vict. c. 110, ss. 14, 15. 


This was an appeal ex parte, from Kekewich, J., sitting as Vacation 
Judge. Judgment had been signed against the defendant, and a charging 
order nisi made against him, but as he was out of the jurisdiction applica- 
tion was made for leave to serve notice of the order nisi upon him out of 
the jurisdiction. By 1-& 2 Vict. c. 110, s. 15, ** Unless the judgment debtor 
shali within a time to be mentioned in such order shew to a judge of one 
of the superior courts sufficient cause to the contrary, the order shall, 
after proof of notice thereof to the judgment debtor, his attorney or 
agent, be made absolute.” Kekewich, J., was of opinion that there 
could not be service of such a notice out of the jurisdiction without the 
leave of the court, but held that it was decided by Re Busfield (32 Ch. D. 
123) that the court had no power in such a case as this to grant leave. 

Tus Covrt (Lord Esuer, M.R , Bowen and Fry, L.JJ.) dismissed the 
appeal. They said that it was plainly decided in Re Busfield that the 
court had no power to give leave to serve a notice out of the jurisdiction 
uuless such power was given them by statute. They had, therefore, no 
authority to give such leave in this case. Whether or not service of a 
notice out of the jurisdiction without Jeave was sufficient to satisfy the 
statute was a question which could not be raised now, but would arise on 
the application to make the charging order absolute.—Covunset, Thomas 
Terrell. Sourcrtor, C. Harcourt. 


PRYCE-JONES AND ANOTHER v. WILLIAMS, GITTINS, & CO.— 
No. 1., 1st November. 


GaARNISHEE IssuE—Wuonorvt Satz or Goops—Denr puz From GARNISHEES 
to JupGMENT Depror, 


This was a garnishee issue tried before Mr. McIntyre, Q.C., sitting as 
commissioner of assize at Welshpool. In June, 1885, one Fortune, an 
auctioneer at Newtown, in Wales, absconded, leaving his wife and family 
in a destitute condition. On the 15th of July, 1885, the plaintiffs brought 
an action against Fortune on a promissory note for £200, and on the 
17th of July a distress was put in by Fortune’s landlord for £34 arrears of 
rent, and on the 22nd of July some of Fortune’s goods were sold under 
the distress to pay the landlord. At the same time the remainder of 
Fortune’s goods were sold upon Mrs. Fortune’s instructions through 
defendants, her solicitors. On the 24th of July the plaintiffs’ solicitor 
served notice on the defendants, who had received the proceeds of the 
sale, amounting to £32, not to part with the money. The defendants, 
however, on the next day sent the money to Mrs. Fortune, as they had 
received the money for her, and she was in need of it. On the 29th of 
July the plaintiffs signed judgment in their action against Fortune, and 
took out a garnishee summons against the defendants. An issue was 
thereupon directed to be tried as to whether at the date of the garnishee 
order the defendants were indebted to the judgment debtor in the sum of 
£32. The commissioner found that Mrs. Fortune acted throughout under 
the advice of the defendants, and that the goods were Fortune’s, and 
that Fortune had not authorized his wife, or the defendants, to sell his 

. He, therefore, held that the proceeds belonged to Fortune, the 
judgment debtor, and gave judgment for the plaintiffs. The defendants 


—— 

Tue Court dismissed the appeal. Lord Esuer, M.R., said that the 
issue was whether the garnishees, the defendants, were indebted to 
Fortune, the judgment debtor. When the sale under the landlord’s 
distress took aloes the defendants, knowing the position of the wife and 
that the furniture belonged to her husband, advised the wife to order 
them to sell the furniture. The commissioner held that the defendants in 
effect ordered the sale. They had no right to give that order. The 
proceeds of the sale came to their hands. They advised the wife to ask 
them to pay the proceeds over to her. They thereupon gave her the 
money, not money that belonged to them and which they lent to her for 
the purpose of buying necessaries, but it was given as money to which she 
was entitled. The question was whether that was money owing by them 
to the husband. If the husband had sued them, he might have adopted 
this sale of his furniture ordered by them, and sued them for the money 
as money had and received to his use. To that action the defendants 
would have had no defence. But it was said that in that case the defen- 
dants would have had a set-off or counter-claim for money given to the 
wife to purchase necessaries. The defendants, however, advanced or lent 
no money to the wife ; they paid the money to her on the ground that it 
was her money. The finding of the commissioner was quite right, that 
there was a debt due from the defendants to the judgment debtor, and 
though the defendants acted from charitable motives for the purpose of 
assisting the wife, the law was against them. Bowen and Fux, L.JJ., 
concurred.—Counsrt, Marshall; Clement Higgins, Q.C., and English 
Harrison. Sourictrors, Bolton, Robbins, Busk, ¢ Co., for Williams, Gittins, § 
Co,, Newtown ; Minshalis, Parry-Jones, § Woosnam, for E. Powell, Newtown. 


HARLEY v. HUNT—No. 2, 27th October. 


Oosts—TaxaTion—APProRTIONMENT—PLAINTIFF SuccEssFUL As TO Part 
: ONLY oF CLAIM. 

The question in this case was how the costs of the action were to be 
bome, the plaintiff having succeeded in only of his claim. The 
plaintiff claimed an injunction to restrain the defendant (1) from erecting 
& lift so as to interfere with the plaintiff’s lights; (2) from erecting a 


building in alleged breach of an agreement. At the trial of the action 
Bristowe, V.C., granted an injunction as to (1), but refused it as to (2), 
and ordered that the defendant should pay to the plaintiff his costs of 
the action, so far as the same related to the plaintiff's application for an 
injunction with regard to the lift, and that the plaintiff should pay to the 
defendant his costs of the action incurred in relation to the plaintiff's 
application respecting the building, the costs to be taxed and set off. In 
taxing the costs under this order the registrar certified that, according to 
Sparrow v. Hill (8 Q. B. D. 479), ‘‘ the plaintiff is entitled to all the 
general costs of the action, excluding only such items of costs (if any) as 
are applicable exclusively to head No. 2, on which he had failed. The 
pate. sy on the other hand, is entitled to such costs only as were in- 
curred by reason ores | of head No. 2.” Bristowe, V.C., held that 
the registrar was wrong, and that Sparrow v. Hill did not apply, but that 
the general costs of the action of both parties ought to be apportioned 
between them. 

Tue Oovrt (Corron, Linpiey, and Lorss, L.JJ.) affirmed the decision. 
Corron, L.J., said that the only question was what was the meaning of 
the first order of the Vice-Chancellor. He was familiar with the practice 
of the Court of Chancery, and his jurisdiction was an equitable one. The 
usual practice of the Court of Chancery in such a case was to direct an 
apportionment of the costs, and the order was made in the form usual in 
suits in chancery. His lordship could only come to the conclusion that 
the Vice-Chancellor intended the costs to be apportioned. The form of 
order in Sparrow v, Hill, which was a common law action, was different, 
and the Court of Appeal was not then dealing with orders in actions in 
the Chancery Division. Linp.ey and Lorgs, L.JJ., concurred. —Covnsgt, 
Henn Collins, Q.C., and F. R. Hughes, Cozens-Hardy, Q.C., and Arkle. 
Soricrrors, Tyrer, Kenion, § Co., Liverpool; Field, Roscoe, ¢ Co., for Oliver, 
Jones, Willson, § Co., Liverpool. 


BROWNE v. LA TRINIDAD (LIM.)—No. 2, 27th October. 
Company—Direcror—Removat—Notrice. 


This was an appeal by the defendants against a decision of Charles, J., as 
Vacation Judge (31 Soricrrors’ Journa,796). The plaintiff, cne of the di- 
rectors of the company, issued the writ on the 8th of October, against the 
company and the other directors, claiming a declaration that the company 
had no power to remove him from the directorate of the company until after 
the year 1888 ; a declaration that an extraordinary general meeting of the 
company, convened for the 12th of October, had not been duly convened, 
and that, if duly convened, it would not be competent to pass the first of 
the proposed special resolutions set outin the notice, dated the 1st of 
October, convening the meeting ; an injunction restraining the defendants 
respectively from holding the meeting, and from entertaining or permitting 
to be entertained at the meeting, if held, the first of the proposed resolu- 
tions ; and an injunction to restrain the defendant directors from prevent- 
ing or hindering in any way the plaintiff from acting as a director, and 
from excluding him from meetings of the directors. The company was 
registered in November, 1884, under the Companies Acts, one of its objects, 
as stated in the memorandum of association, being to adopt and carry 
into effect an agreement, dated the 24th of November, 1884, with the 
plaintiff for the sale to a trustee for the intended company of a mining 
property in Mexico. This agreement contained a provision (clause 5) that 
*¢ upon assurance of the property, or earlier, if the company shall require, 
the vendor shall become a director of the company, and shall not be re- 
moved or bound to retire by rotation until the year 1888.’’ The articles 
of association provided (clause 6) that ‘‘ the directors shall adopt on behalf 
of the company and carry into effect the agreement dated the 24th of 
November, 1884, a copy whereof is set forth in the schedule hereto, with or 
without modification, as they may think fit. Subject to such modification, 
if any, the said agreement is hereby confirmed, and the provisions thereof, 
so far as are applicable to the company and remain to be performed, are 
incorporated with and shall be construed a part of these presents.’’ Clause 
89 provided that in certain events, such as bankruptcy, a director should 
be absolutely disqualified. And, by clause 91 ‘‘the company may, by 
special resolution, save as aforesaid, remove any director before the ex- 
piration of his period of office, and, if they think fit, appoint a qualified 
shareholder in his stead, and the director so appointed shall in all respects 
stand in the place of his predecessor.’’ The plaintiff had become a director. 
The notice of tke 1st of October convening the meeting for the 12th of 
October stated that two special resolutions would be proposed—the first, 
that in accordance with clause 91, the plaintiff be removed from the 
directorate of the company ; the second, that the capital of the company 
be increased by an issue of 50,000 preference shares of £5 each. The 
notice also stated that, should the special resolutions be passed by the 
requisite majority, they would be proposed for confirmation at an extra- 
ordinary general meeting which, in the absence of further notice, would 
be held on the 28th of October. This notice was signed by the secretary 
of the company, under the authority of a meeting of the board of directors 
held on the 28th of September, at 3.30 p.m., at the company’s office, in 
the City of London. The plaintiff alleged that notice of the intention to 
hold that meeting was not given to him until 3.28 p.m. on the same day, at 
his office in the City, and that in consequence of the shortness of the 
notice he could not possibly attend. The defendants said that the plain- 
tiff had notice ten minutes before the time for holding the meeting. His 
office was only five minutes’ walk from the office of the company. On the 
8th of October the plaintiff gave notice of motion for an injunction as 
claimed by his writ. The motion was not heard till the 19th of October, 
and meanwhile the meeting was held on the 12th of October, and the pro- 
posed special resolutions were pune. Charles, J., ted an injunction 
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resolution, and restraining the directors from preventing or hindering the 
plaintiff from acting as a director. The learned judge was of opinion that 
there was an initial infirmity in the proceedings of the board meeting, 
because the plaintiff had had in effect no notice whatever of the directors’ 
meeting of the 28th of September. But his lordship expressed no opinion 
as to the plaintiff's rights under the articles of association. 

Tue Court (Corron, Linp.ey, and Lopgs, L.JJ.) reversed the decision. 
Corron, L.J., said though the letter giving the plaintiff notice of the 
director’s meeting was received by him a few minutes before the time 
fixed for the meeting, and five minutes would have taken him to the place 
of the meeting, he did not go, or attempt to go; nor wasit until October 8 
that he made objection to the calling of the board meeting at such short 
notice. If he had at once given the directors notice that he objected 
to the calling of the board meeting on such short notice that might have 
altered the case. He might have done that before the time expired for call- 
ing the meeting on the 12th, seven days’ notice being required of ae 
meeting of shareholderr. The directors might then have called a fres 
meeting of the board, and allowed him to state his objections to the 
proposed special resolutions ; but the plaintiff did nothing until he served 
the writ on the 8th of October. In these circumstances it could not be 
said that the board was not so summoned as to be able to act as a board. 
Whether the other directors were right in giving such short notice to the 
plaintiff was a very different question. It was a very different question 
what the directors ought to have done, and what a court of equity would 
have compelled them to do, if, immediately after the plaintiff had re- 
ceived this notice, he had gone to the place indicated, and insisted that the 
resolutions must not be passed at the board meeting and then laid before 
the general meeting, until he had had an opportunity of considering his 
case in respect to his removal from the board, and also as regarded the 
increase of the capital of the company. But the only question now to be 
considered was, even if there was any informality, whether, if the haste 
was 80 — that the court might have interfered before the board passed 
its resolutions, the special general meeting could be said to have been 
called without authority aud to have been incompetent to act, when the 
resolutions of the board were in fact passed at a meeting of the directors, 
and when everybody had sufficient notice, with the exception of the 
plaintiff, and he did not raise any objection as to the shortness of the 
time, nor did he now say that he could not have gone to the meeting 
before the other directors had passed the resolutions. In his lordship’s 
opinion, if there had been an irregularity as regarded the construction of 
the board, it would not have deprived the general body of shareholders of the 
power of acting when the notice was issued by the directors as such, and was 
signed in the usual way by the secretary as required by the articles as and 
on behalf of the directors. Charles, J., seemed hardly to have considered 
that a court of equity refused to interfere where an act might have been 
irregularly done, but it was within the power of the persons who had 
committel the irregularity at once to correct it by calling a meeting and 
by dealing with it with all the due formalities. But in his lordship’s 
opinion a sufficient notice was sent to the plaintiff, which prevented him 
from now contending that the meeting of the board was not competent 
to act as such, There was nothing to make the issue of the notice 
ar oy we and, even if there were an irregularity in the meeting which 
might have entitled the plaintiff to insist that it should be postponed and 
another meeting called, that wouid not prevent the s general 
meeting from exercising the powers given to it by the articles. As to the 
substance of the case, on which Oharles, J., had not aby 
opinion, the question was whether the general meeting, assum: that it 
was regularly called by this notice, had power to remove the plaintiff ; 
and that turned on clause 91 of the articles of association. In his lord- 
ship’s opinion the words “save as aforesaid’? in article 91 were 
intended to refer to clause 89, and did not limit the power of remov- 
ing a director, and did not prevent its exercise at the general 
meeting, and a general power was given to the meeting to remove the 
plaintiff if they thought fit. But, assuming that an unlimited power was 
given to the meeting, ought the court, having regard to the contract of 
November 24, 1884, and article 6, 1o interfere by injunction to restrain 
the company from acting under that power. He would give no opinion 
how far, in the case of a contract between the plaintiff and the company, 
the court would specifically enforce an agreement that he should be an 
irremovable director. But in his opinion there was no such contract 
between the plaintiff and the company. The agreement of the 24th of 
November, 1884, was in no way a contract between the plaintiff and the 
company, and the incorporation of the agreement into the articles did not 
enable the plaintiff to enforce specific ‘ormance of it. In Bley v. The 
Positive Assurance Co, (1 Ex. D. 20) it was held that a person was not placed 
in the same position as if he had entered into a contract with a company 
directly, merely because the articles contained a provision for bis benefit, 
and there was a contract with the shareholders for his beneAt. Therefore, 
it was unnecessary to consider how far the court would enforce a provision 
that directors should be irremovable when there was a contract between a 
company and an individual to that effect. Linptey and Lorzs, L.JJ., 
concurred.—CounseL, Napier Higgins, Q.C., Latham, Q.0., and P. F. 
Stokes; Marten, Q.C., and <Alezander. Soricrrons, Parker, Garrett, ¢ 
Parker ; W. F. Tarn. 


BIRD v. ANDREW—No. 2., 2nd November. 

Venpor AND Purcuaser—Sreciric Perrormanog—SaLe or Dwe.inc- 
HOUSE Descrisep As Hayine a “ Prentirut Suprty or Goop Water ’— 
Exrent or Purcuaser’s Ricut. 

This was an appeal from a decision of Kay, J. The action was brought 
by the vendors of a dwelling-house and land to enforce the specific per- 


formance of an agreement for purchase entered into by the defendant at 


a sale by auction ia lots of an éstate of which the property formed part, 
The pour — by the defendant formed lot 103 at the sale. Lot 104 
was an adjoining farm which was sold at the auction to another purchaser. 
The particulars of sale described the house as having ‘‘a plentiful supply 
of good water.’”’ The supply of water then existing was, in fact, derived 
from a well situate on the farm, from which the water was brought by a 

ipe to a tank near the house, and from the tank the water was carried 

y pipes into the house. One of the conditions of sale provided that the 
vendor should allow compensation to the ee in respect of any error, 
misstatement, or omission in the partic which was not discoverable 
by inspection. The purchaser ultimately gave notice to rescind his contract, 
on the ground that there was not a plentiful supply of water, and that the 
partic contained a misrepresentation in this respect. The plaintiffs 
afterwards brought this action, which Kay, J., dismissed. He was of - 
opinion, upon the evidence, that the supply of water was not plentiful, 
but precarious, depending on the weather, and that the compensation 
clause did not apply to such a material defect. 

Tue Covurr ( N, Linptey, and Lopzs, L.JJ.) affirmed the 
decision, though on a different ground. Oorron, L.J., had no 
doubt that the words “‘a plentifal supply of good water’’ applied 
to the e supply of water to the » and that the plaintiffs 
were not entitled to compel the purchaser to accept any other 
means of supply. There were other supplies of water on the land 
—there was a stream running through it and two wells—but none 
of them was in any way connected with the house at the time of the sale. 
The contract was fora supply of water of good quality amply sufficient 
in ordinary seasons, and the defendant was entitled to require a legal 
easement to the use of the water from the well on the farm. At the time 
when the defendant first made his requisition no legal grant of this ease- 
ment had been made by the purchaser of lot 104. But a grant of an ease- 
nent was afterwards made by him, and the question was whether the 
extent of this grant was such as to enable the plaintiffs to perform 
their contract with the defendant. The grant made by the purchaser 
of lot 104 — the plaintiffs, and the owners for the time being of lot 
103, the right of using the water in common with the purchaser of lot 
104 and his a. This would only give the defendant a right to 
use the water ‘‘in common” with the owner of the farm, and there 
was @ su uent reservation to the nog of lot 104 of the right to 
take water for all p from the well. It was doubtful whether the 
right of the purchaser of lot 104 was not put in priority to that of the defend- 
ant; at any rate, the defendant would get what he was entitled to 
only if there was an ample supply of water for both him and the 
owner of the farm. Without acting unreasonably the owner of the farm 
might take so much water from the well that there would not be enough 
left for the house. The plaintiffs had so acted as to preclude themselves 
from giving to the defendant that which he was entitled to require. As 
to compensation, it was impossible to say that the condition did notapply, 
but it was quite another question whether, in such a case, the court ought, 
at the instance of the vendors, to enforce s c performance of the con- 
tract with compensation. It would be a different matter if the purchaser 
were asking for specific performance with compensation. he water 
supply was very material to the enjoyment of the house, and it would be 
wrong for the court to force upon the defendant the purchase of a house 
which differed in a most material respect from that which he had con- 
tracted to buy. The appeal must be dismissed. Linpvtey, L.J., said that 
the defendant was not entitled to an exclusive right to the water from the 
farm, but he was, at any rate, entitled to have a preferential right to the 
use of the water. As matters stood, the defendant would, if the purchase 
were forced on him, be really at the mercy of the owner of Jot 104 for his 
water supply. The plaintiffs were never in a position to give the defend- 
ant that supply of water to which he was entitled under his contract, ard 
it would not be right to enforce specific performance with compensation 
at the instance of the vendors. Lorzs, LJ., was of opinion that the 
description in the particulars meant that there was a sufficient supply of 
good waier to the residence as a residence, a supply existing within the 
ambit of a residence as a residence, and not a supply to be derived from a 
stream or a well at a distance. The supply was not to be intermittent or 
precarious, but continuous, and one which the purchaser would have as of 
legal right, not subservient to the right of any other person. The supply 
offered to the defendant was precarious and intermittent, and subject 
and subsidiary to the rights of the purchaser of lot 104. Such a mis- 
description was not the proper subject of compensation ; it was a 
misrepresentation going to the very root of the contract, and his lordship 
did not see how it would be ble to aseess the compensation —Counsat, 
Righy, Q.C., and F. T. Procter; Marten, Q.C., and Upjohn. Soxscrroxs, 
H. P. Cobb ; Howeli Thomas. 





HIGH COURT.—CHANCERY DIVISION. 
OSBORN v. WEBB—Chitty, J., 28th October. 
Annvurry—Cuareog on Income on Conpus—Continuinc CHARGE. 


In this case the testator had directed the trustees of his will to pay ou? 
of the rents and profits of his estate an aunuity of £100 to his widow 
during her life in equal half- eg | instalments, and the remainder of the 
rents and profits to his daughter ior her life in equal instalments, and at 
the death of his daughter he directed his property to be divided between 
his daughter's children. The testator’s widow survived his daughter, and 
the rents and profits of his estate not being sufficient to pay the annuity, 
the question arose whether past accumulations were liable to make good 
any arrears, and whether the annuity was a continuing upon the 
rents and profits so that arrears should be made up out of any future 





(surplus. it was argued on behalf of the widow that the case was distin- 
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— from Stelfox vy. Sugden (1 Joh. 234) on the ground that the will 
in the present instance contained no direction as to the application of the 
remaining rents and profits in the event, which had occurred, of the 
daughter dying during the lifetime of the testator’s widow, and Wormald v 
Muzeen (17 Ch. D. 169) was relied on in support of this view. It appeared, 
however, that the case referred to was reversed op appeal (29 W. R. 795). 

Cutty, J., said that the principle in Stelfor v. Sugden was applicable, 
and the annuity could not be said to be a continuing charge.—Counst1, 
Dundas Gardiner ; Oswald, Butcher, and P. 8. Stokes. Soxicirors, Hicks § 
Arnold ; Harting, Son, § Ellis. 


THE UNITED TELEPHONE CO. vr. NELSON—North, J., 26th 
October. 


PatENt—INFRINGEMENT—DAMAGES—PATENT FOR OoMBINATION—REPAIRS 
or Part or Inrrinoinc InstruMENT. 


This action was brought to restrain an alleged infringement of a patent 
for a combination. Judgment was given for the plaintiffs, and an inquiry 
was dirécted as to damages for past infringements. The question was 
whether the chief clerk was right in finding that the defendant was liable 
to pay damages for having repaired one of the essential parts of an 
instrument which had been held to be an infringement of the plaintiff's 
patent. The particular instrument which was repaired was protected by 
a licence from the plaintiffs. 

Nortn, J., held the chief clerk was right.—Oovnse., Napier Higgins, 
QC ,and P. B. Abraham ; Cozens-Hardy,Q.C., and Mickiem. Soxicrrors, 
Nelson, Barr, § Nelson ; Waterhouse, Winterbottom, & Harrison. 


ALLEN +. LONGSTAFFE—North, J., 28th October. 


Lecacy—Cuarce on Reat Estate—Insvurricrency or Securtrry—RicutT 
to Rants Recervep ny Devisez or Estate Supsecr To CHARGE. 


In this case real estate had been devised by a testator to A., charged 
with the payment of a life annuity and some pecuniary legacies to other 
persons. The trustee in the liquidation of A. had been in receipt of the 
rents of the devised estate. ere were arrears of the annuity un- 
paid, and the legacies had not been paid in full. The action was brought 
to enforce the charge against the real estate, and under an order of the 
court the estate was sold, but the proceeds of sale were not sufficient to 
satisfy what remained due in respect of the annuity and the legacies. 
The question was whether the trustee in the liquidation could be com- 

led to account for the rents which he had received, so that they might 

applied in satisfying the arrears of the annuity and the unpaid balance 
of the legacies. 

Norn, J., beld that the trustee stood in the position of a mortgagor 
who had been allowed to receive the rents of the mortgaged property, and 
that he could not be compelled to account for them.—CounseL, Cozens- 
Hardy, Q.C., and Eastwick ; E. B, Cooper. Soxicrrors, Saltwell § Tryon; 
Hatchett- Jones § Co, 


Re BOWES, STRATHMORE v. VANE—North, J., 28th October. 


Exgcutor—ApMINIsTRATION AcTION—LEASEHOLD Estate or TgsTaToR— 
Ricut or Lessor To Bg PAID Rent py Executor. 


This was on administration action. The testator held some land on 
lease. The testator’e tenancy had expired since his death, but the execu- 
tors had held the land under the lease for a year and a half after his death. 
The testator had used the land for training horses, and had made profits 
by letting the herbage, and by allowing other persons to train horses on it. 
The executors had, since the death of the testator, made profits in a 
similar way. There was an arrear of rent due to the lessor, and he took 
outasummons in the action asking that an account might be taken of 
what was due to him for rent for the period from the death of the 
testator to the end of the tenancy, and an account of what the surviving 
executor bad or, but for his wilful default, might have received in respect 
of the demised property, and an order on the surviving executor to pay 
out of the moneys which had or ought to have been received by him the 
amount found due to the applicant on the first account. 

Noxtu, J., held that the landlord had a right against the executors per- 
sonally for the head rent during the time the land was in their ane, a 
right which was enforceable by an action at law; but the liability was 
limited to that which the executors actually had, or might have, received. 
On this summons be could not properly make any order, even upon the sub- 
mission of the executor, for it did not follow that the executor would be 
allowed out of the estate all which he was liable to pay, inasmuch as there 
might be sums which he ought to have received but did not receive 
through some default of his own, and he would have no claim against the 
estate in respect of such sums. An order was, however, made by con- 
sent, euch as would have been made against the executor in an action at 
law, without prejudice to his right to be recouped out of the testator’s 
estate.—Covnsri, Napier Higgins, Q.C., and W. C. Druce ; Cozens-Hardy, 
> sy and Deane. Soxicrrors, Crossman, Crossman, § Prichard; Western § 


Re DAVIS, MUCKALT v. DAVIS—North, J., 27th October. 
Apin1stRaTOR—Costs—Procerpines aGainst Deravuttine Soxicitor. 


This was an action to administer the estate of an inteetate, the adminis- 
trator being the defendant. A solicitor, to whom the administrator had 
intrusted some money forming part of the estate for the purpose of making 
some payments on behalf of the estate, misappropriated part of the 
money. After this misappropriation was discovered, the administrator 
took proceedings in the Queen’s Bench Division to have the solicitor 
struck off the roll, or to answer an affidavit which stated the above facts. 





In taxing the administrator’s costs, charges, and expenses the taxing 
master disallowed the costs of the proceedings against the solicitor, being 
of opinion that they could not properly be taken et the cost of the in- 
testate’s estate. 

Nortn, J., was of opinion that the proceedings were taken bond fide 
for the benefit of the estate, and that the administrator was entitled to be 
allowed out of the estate the proper costs of them. His lordship referred 
the case back to the taxing master to consider the items.—CounssgL, 
Stock ; Beaumont. Soxrticirors, Dizon, Ward § Co. ; Collins § Wilkinson. 


WRIGHT v. SHRUBB—North, J., 2nd November. 
InjuncTION—TRrEsPAss—LeEssgE Or Ricut or SHOOTING. 


The plaintiff was the lessee for a long term of the right of shooting over 
an estate ; defendant was the master of some hounds. The plaintiffalleged 
that the defendant had on different occasions wrongfully entered and 
ridden through tbe plaintiff's coverts, with and without hounds, and that 
he had killed or disturbed and driven away the game in the plaintiff's 
coverts. The plaintiff claimed an injunction to restrain the plaintiff from 
committing further trespass. 

Nort, J., dismissed the action. He said that the plaintiff was not the 
owner of the estate, he was merely entitled to a right of sporting over it. 
Such a lessee had no absolate right to complete protection from disturb- 
ances ; the landlord or his agricultural tenants in the ordinary course of 
cultivation would necessarily do acts which would disturb the game. It 
might be thatin the ordinary course of husbandry at the ow yo time copse 
wood would have to be cut down. The plaintiff was entitled to protection 
against malicious disturbance on the part of the landlord or those claimin 
through him. Nothing of that kind had been proved. The defendanth 
not claimed any right to interfere with the plaintiff's coverts ; on the con- 
trary, when complaint had been made to him he had expressed regret. 
The plaintiff was not entitled to an injunction.—CounseL, Everitt, Q C., 
and Micklem; Cookson, Q.C., and Woodroffe. Souricrrors, G. Thompson § 
Sons ; Micklem, Hollingworth, § Monkland. 


MILLS v. FOX—Stirling, J., 26th October. 


Inrants’ SetriemMent Act, 1855 (18 & 19 Vicr. c. 43)—Mistake— 
EstorpPeL. 


Proposals for a settlement under the Infants’ Settlement Act, 1855, 
to re-settle the settled real estate to which an infant tenant in tail 
was entitled, were carried into chambers. The proposals by mistake 
referred to certain real estate in settlement, and to the infant as tenant 
in tail thereof, although as a matter of fact part of it had been taken by 
the London School Board under its compulsory powers. The purchase- 
money had been paid into court, but this was not referred to in the pro- 
posals, as it had also been overlooked. An affidavit made by the trustees 
of the settlement as to the property subject thereto was read, which also 
overlooked the sale. The infant, under an order of the court, executed a 
disentailing deed conveying the property to which she was entitled as 
tenant in tail to the trustees of the marriage settlement. This deed pur- 
ported to deal with the property taken by the board, the fact of the sale 
continuing to be overlooked. The infant was married, and, having reached 
twenty-one, disentailed the money in court, and asked for payment out. 

Sririine, J., held that the money must be transferred to the trustees of 
the marriage settlement in respect of which the proposals had been sub- 
mitted, because, on the occasion of the proposals being made, a represen- 
tation had been made on her behalf that she intended to settle all the real 
estate under the eettlement ; and, on the faith of that, the court gave its 
sanction to the marriage. It was true that it was a case of mistake and 
not of fraud, but that would make uo difference. The fact of the lady 
baving disentailed the money obviated the necessity for considering what 
would have been the state of the case if she had not done so.—Covuneg1, 
Robinson, Q.C., and Ingle Joyce; Graham Hastings, Q.C., and Vaughan 
Hawkins. Souicrrors, Hollams, Son, § Coward; Palmer, Eland, § Nettleship. 


COWPER v. HARMER-—Stirling, J., 27th October. 


Srgciric Pgrrormance—Covenant ror Quiet ExJoyMENT—PERSON AP- 
POINTED TO Dg xMisE UNDER THE TrusTEE Act, 1850, CANNOT ENTER INTO, 
ON BEHALF OF THE PERSON UNDER DiIsaBILITY. 


In this case the defendant had entered into an ment with the 
laintiff to grant to him a lease of certain property. The form of lease to 
granted was set out in the agreement, and contained a covenant on the 
ye of the defendant for quiet enjoyment. The defendant subsequently 
came of unsound mind, but was never so found by inquisition. The 
plaintiff having become entitled to have the lease granted to him, com- 
menced an action against the defendant for specific performance of the 
agreement. It was joe ary by the statement of defence that the 
defendant should be declared a trustee for the purpose of granting the 
necessary lease, under section 30 of the Trustee Act, 1850, following the 
forms on pp. 529 and 530 of Seton. The plaintiff objected that although 
he would by that means have a legal term vested in him, in accordance 
with the agreement, yet he would not get an express covenant for quiet 
enjoyment, to which under the agreement he was entitled. 

Sriniine, J., after referring to sections 30, 20, and 3 of the Trustee Act, 
1850, held that there was no power under the Act to enable a person to 
enter into a covenant on behalf of a lunatic so as to bind the lunatic’s 
estate. All that could be done was to vest the Property. The offer in the 
defence, therefore, fell short of what the plaintiff was entitled to, and he 


could not be compelled to be satisfied with it.—CounseL, Vaughan Haw- 
kins; Oswald. souicrrons, Wright ¢ Pilley; Anderson § Sons, for J. B. 
Senior, Richmond, 
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PRIOR rc. BAGSTER—Strtling, J., 27th aad 28ta October, aud 2nd 
November. 


Partnersuip Bustness—Winpwwe up—Receiver AND Manacer ApporinTED 
ny AGREEMENT—REMUNERATION. 


The question in this case was as to the remuneration proper to be 
allowed to a receiver and manager appointed for the purpose of a 
up a partnership business. The plaintiff and the defendant Moon 
carried on business as tea merchants. In July, 1885, the plaintiff gave to 
Moon, in accordance with the articles, notice to dissolve, the notice ex- 
piring on January 30, 1886. On that day a memorandum of agreement 
was signed by them, by which the defendant Bagster was appointed sole 
receiver and manager to wind up the business. Bagster acted as receiver 
until the following May, when the plaintiff, being dissatisfied with his 
management, commenced an action for an accouut. In that action an 
inquiry was directed as to what remuneration was to be allowed to 
Bageter, and the chief clerk certified that £440 should be allowed him, being 
five per cent. on the whole of the receipts, after deducting £2,000 upon 
which no percentage for collection was chargeable. The present application 
was to vary the certificate in respect of the remuneration allowed by the 
chief clerk. 

Srreiixe, J., said that the memorandum of agreement afforded no 
means of estimating the remuneration. , It was therefore a quantum meruit. 
The scale allowed to official liquidators furnished no guide in a case of 
this kind. The matter was discussed in Day v. Croft (2 Beav., at p. 
488), but his lordship had made inquiry and found that the rule men- 
tioned by Lord Langdale, that primd facie the remuneration should be five 
per cent., nolonger existed. The usual rate now allowed was three per 
cent., or five per cent. in cases of difficulty, and in cases of great com- 
plication ten per cent. had sometimes been allowed. In the case of a 
manager there was no scale, each case being decided on its merits. His 
lordship, after going minutely through the items, fixed the remuneration 
in the present case at five per cent.—Uounset, Pearson, QC., and Bunting ; 
Hastings, Q.C., and Maidlow. Soricrrors, Newbon, Harrison, § Uo. ; Red- 
path, Holdsworth, § Marshall. 





HIGH COURT.—QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISION. 
HASSALL v. LAWRENCE-—31st October. 


SERVICE OUT OF THE J URISDICTION—CoONTRACT WHICH OUGHT TO BB Psr- 
PORMED WITHIN THE JURISDICTION—R.S.C., 1883, XI., 1 (e.). 


In this case an order ex parte in the first instance had been made giving 
leave to serve a writ of summons out of the jurisdiction. The defendant 
thereupon applied at chambers to have the order set aside, when Pollock, 
B., referred the matter to the court. The writ was indorsed with a claim for 
the price of goods sold and delivered. The plaintiff was the manufacturer of 
a certain acid which was used in the composition of mineral waters, and he 
had consigned quantities of this substance to the defendant, who carried 
on business and resided at Melbourne. The contract was to be gathered 
from a correspondence between the parties. On behalf of the defendant 
reference was made to this correspondence for the purpose of shewing that 
the relationship intended to be created between the plaintiff and defend- 
ant was not that of vendor and purchaser, but that of principal and com- 
mission agent, the real object of the contract being to push a business in 
Australia. It was argued that it was an Australian contract, not an 
English one. The general rule, Actor sequitur forum rei, was applicable. 
Under the Common Law Procedure Act several cases had been decided in 
which the Court of Queen’s Bench and the Court of Common Pleas had 
differed as to the circumstances under which a cause of action was to be 
deemed to have arisen within the jurisdiction: A/lhusen v. Malgarejo 
(16 W. R. 854, 3Q. B. 340), Jackson v. Spittal’ (18 W. R. 1162, 5 C. P. 
542), Cherry v. Thompson (20 W. R. 1029, 7 Q. B. 573). The rule 
which seemed to have prevailed was that laid down by the Court of 
Queen’s Bench—viz., that in cases of breach of contract it was not suffi- 
cient that one of the terms was to be performed within the jurisdiction, 
but that the contract must be one which was to be wholly performed 
within the jurisdiction. In order to remove doubt on the subject the 
present rule, ord. 11, r. 1 (¢.), had been framed, which said :—‘* Whenever 
the action is founded on any breach, or alleged breach, within the juris- 
diction, of any contract, wherever made, which, according to the terms 
thereof, ought to be performed within the jurisdiction.’’ It was there- 
fore necessary for the court to look to the terms of the contract, and it 
was for the plaintiff to satisfy the court that the contract was one which, 
according to the terms thereof, ought to be performed within the juris- 
diction. Fowler v. Barstow (30 W. R. 112, 20 Ch. U. 240) shewed that the 
defendant was entitled at this stage to go into evidence to shew that the 
case did not come within the rule. 

Tue Court (Manisty and Cuarwes, JJ.) held that, whether the contract 
turned out to be one of sale or one of commiesion agency, the case came 
within ord. 11, r. 1 (e.), and that the order giving leave to servo a writ 
out of the jurisdiction was right.—Counset, Monlague Lush; Cluer. 
Soxttcrrors, Stanley ¢ Woodhouse ; Harper § Battcock. 





HIGH COURT—PROBATE, &c., DIVISION. 
HEYES v. HEYES AND MASON—27th October. 
Drvorce—Misconpuct conpuciInG TO ADULTERY—DgsgxtTI0n. 


This was a husband’s petition for a dissolution of marriage on the 
ground of his wife’s adultery with the co-respondent. The suit was un- 
defended, and was tried before Butt, J., without a jury. The parties were 








married in 1868, and vohavited fur eleven years. In 1874 the respondent 
became addicted to habits of intoxication, in consequence of which the 
petitioner left his home and the respondent also went away. The 
petitioner afterwards sold all his furniture, and he heard nothing of his 
wife for nearly eight years, when he met her by accident, and he shortly 
afterwards was informed by her that she was cohabiting with the co- 
respondent. He had not paid his wife any money since the separa 

but she was at that time earning £1 a week, and she had since contin 
todo so. He filed the present petition in 1886. 

Burt, J., said that although the respondent's adultery had been clearly 
proved, the petitioner was not entitled to relief. He had left his wife, 
and she had not left him. He made no inquiries about her, and heard 
nothing of her for eight years. When he found her living with another 
man he said nothing, and only after the expiration of five years he asked 
for a divorce. The petition must be dismissed on the ground of the- 

titioner’s conduct conducing to adultery.—Counsgi, C. A. Middleton. 
Geusewene, Chester, Mayhew, Broome, § Griffithes. 





COUNTY COURTS. 
PHILLIPS v». DOYLE AND WIFE AND COOKE—Newport (Mon ), 
15th October. 


LANDLORD AND Tgnant—Power tro Remove TIMBER RESERVED TO THE 
LanDLORD —TREsPpass—N RGLIGENCR. 


The plaintiff in this action claimed a sum of £25 for trespass and illegal 
entry and cutting, and a further sum of £25 for negligent removal of 
timber trees at the Gaer Farm, which he holds on a sub-tenancy from 
Lord Tredegar, who is the lessee of the farm, under a term of ninety- 
nine years commencing in 1840, from the defendants, Mr. and 
Mrs. Doyle, the present reversioners. The timber is excepted and 
reserved in the lease, which contains no power of entry to cut or remove 
it, but there is a proviso that the leesee (now Lord Tredegar) may, on 
signifying such desire to the lessors, during the first eighty-four years of 
the term, cut down any “‘ other”’ timber on paying the Jessors for it. The 
lessee had made no such signification nor selection of timber. Cooke 
is Doyle’s agent. In the autumn of 1885 several trees at the Gaer were 
dying, owing to a railway tunnel having been made underneath their 
roots. The plaintiff informed Cooke of this, and, after they had been 
refused by the plaintiff, the said trees, comprising, with others getting 
old, nineteen oak, six ash, two elm, and one cherry, were sold by Cooke 
to Gale, a timber faller, &c., in the end of April, 1886, upon written 
terms. Gale had all the trees felled by the end of July, and sold and 
hauled away by the 10th of September, 1886. In December, 1886, five 
trees were blown down at the Gaer, being principally elm. Large masses 
of earth and roots were upturned with their fall. The plaintiff requested 
Cooke to have them removed and ‘‘to leave the places tidy where they 
stood.”” Cooke sold them all to Gale, who removed them all before the 
llth of February, 1887. The browse and chips were left on the ground, 
and the roots, after the trunks had been sawn closely off, pede nd pe nnt 
the trees fell. For the plaintiff it was contended that he was entitled to 
sue both agent and principal for tres and negligence, and he had 
given notice to join Lord Tredegar of nent. Lord Tredegar was 
the only person entitled to cut timber at all under the proviso in the 
lease. The reservation to the lessors entitled them to the whole of the 
trees, but they could not get them until the lease determined. It was also 
urged that the timber was left on the land too long, and was hauled away 
in wet weather, and that the stumps were left in the ground in every 
instance, and the plaintiff bad to remove them to enable him to mow the 
grass. One large elm tree, a windfall, was hauled across a field 400 yards 
that might poesibly have been taken Jess than eighty yards on to a hard 
roadway, and claim was made for damage to the grass and cutting up the 
land. Some of the windfalls tore down the fences, and £25 bad been 
expended in repairing them and grubbing up stumps. For Mr. and Mrs. 
Doyle it was contended that they were wrongly joined in the action. 
Cooke had followed the usual course in selling to Gale, who (as the 
trespass claim must fail, there being an implied right in the to 
remove them) ought to have been sued. For Cooke it was contended that 
the plaintiff knew the trees were eold to Gale, and gave a licence to re- 
move them as he liked: Wood v. Manley (11 A. & E. 34). The following 
cases were also cited in the arguments: Hewitt v. Isham (7 Ex. 177), 
Liporall’s case (11 Co. Rep. 52), Williams v. Ourrie (1 O. B. 841). 

Judge Owen said: This action is brought for £50, £25 claimed for an 
illegal entry and cutting of timber, and £25 for negligence. The case is 
one of a certain kind of importance, and if I had any doubts upon the 
evidence I should reserve my judgment, but I se no necessity to do so. 
In this lease the timber is reserved to the landlord, and there is a clause 
by which Lord Tredegar is given the power to goin and buy timber, he 
paying the price in proportion. The timber is reserved to the landlord, 
and the law says that the right to go and cut it is attached to that right. 
I hold that the landlord had a right to the timber, and that part of the 
case wholly fails. Five trees were blown down last winter, and the whole 
hedge was torn up, for which the plaintiff seeks to make the landlord 
liable ; but this fails in my opinion entirely. The next ground of damage 
is as to the roots. Some trees were cut down standing in the middle of 
the field, and there is a suggestion that this would imperil the land. The 
tenant grubbed the roots and got a benefit by it. I know of no law or 
right or custom by which the landlord can be made to do that. The second 
question is that one of the trees, a elm, was carted through a field 
unnecessarily, and so damaged the field. I think there were other gates, 
but they did not take the trouble to look for them. I think it was an act 
of negligence, and that the defendants are liable; but the 
only put the damage at 18s., and that being so I cannot give him more, 











12 THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


— — 


Now, as regards the delay, the trees were finished cutting down in July, 
and they were not removed for two months. Iam convinced that there 
was a certain amount of damage from that, and I shall give the plaintiff 
another 15s. And this is the result—the plaintiff has succeeded to the 
amount of 30s. Costs for the plaintiff on 30s., but no witnesses. Defend- 
ants are to have costs for the claim as regards the trespass.—CovunssE1, 
A. Thomas ; Ram; W. Daniel. Sortcrtors, Williams ¢ Co., Newport ; Davis 
§ Watkins, Usk ; Gustard § Llewellin, Newport. 


CASES AFFECTING SOLICITORS. 
IN THE MATTER OF A SOLICITOR—Q@Q. B. D., 2nd November. 


This was an application by the a Law Society against a solicitor, 

arising out of an action tried before Mr. Justice A. L, Smith, in which the 
solicitor was implicated, and his report thereupon to the Court. The 
action had been upon one of several bills given by the defendant in pay- 
ment of a composition at the rate of 15s. in the pound, alleged to have been 
given by him to the plaintiff on a debt of about £400. The defendant, the 
debtor, had, in October, 1885, entered into a composition, and the solicitor 
had been concerned for him in the matter. The dispute was whether the 
composition had been at 15s. in the pound, as the plaintiff alleged, or at 4s. 
in the pound as the defendant asserted. The bills sued upon were at the 
former, the higher rate ; but at the trial a deed of release was produced, 
executed by the plaintiff, the creditor, in consideration of a composition at 
the lesser rate of 4s. in the pound, which, as the defendant alleged, had been 

id. But the plaintiff asserted that he had been tricked into signing the 

eed of release, thinking it was for a composition of 15s. in the pound, which, 
as he eaid, had been agreed to, and that he had not read the deed, assuming 
it was for the larger composition, and he gave evidence as to an agreement 
for that composition at los. in the pound, and swore that the bills had been 
drawn and signed for that amount, but that the solicitor had brought a deed 
of release which was drawn for a composition for only 4s, in the pound, 
and which the plaintiff said he had signed without reading it, and 
assuming it was all right, and he further stated that the solicitor was 
present during the whole time, and that all three of them—that is the 
plaintiff, the defendant, and the solicitor—went away together to a certain 
club at Finsbury; whereas the case for the defendant, supported by 
the solicitor, was that the composition was to be 4s. in the pound, and that 
the deed was drawn accordingly, and that the plaintiff had executed it 
well knowing what it was; and that then he put his hand upon it and refused 
to deliver it up unless the defendant gave him hills for 15s. in the pound; 
and that then the solicitor, disgusted, went away, leaving the defendant, who 
then gave the bills for that amount. It occurred to the learned Judge that 
it would be very material to ascertain from the club visiting book whether 
the three parties had, as the ga had sworn, visited the club together on 
the day in question, the 12th of October, 1885, and he directed someone to 
go to the club for the book, but for some reason it could not be found. In 
the result, the matter being left to the jury, they found for the plaintiff— 
thus affirming the version which the plaintiff had given and negativing 
that which bad been given by the defendant and his solicitor. Thereupon 
the learned Judge had written a letter to the Incorporated Law Society, and 
had sent them a copy of his notes, —s their attention to the case so far 
as it affected the character or conduct of the solicitor, and they in conse- 
quence brought the matter before the court. In the meantime there had 
been an application by the defendant for a new trial, but the judges (Mr. 
Justice Field and Mr. Justice Manisty) refused the application, and upheld 
the verdict. 

Streruen, J.(after consulting A. L. Smith, J.) intimated the opinion of the 
court that, though the jury had found a verdict implying certain imputa- 
tions upon the character of the solicitor, yet the court could not give any 
further effect to it. The verdict had been given in a case in which there had 
been oath against oath und documents which were doubtful, and which there- 
fore left the case in doubt. But the whole matter was so suspicious that, 
though they dismissed the case, it would be without costs, and he desired to 
add that it was a case in which the Law Society were in duty bound to bring- 
the matter before the court. 

CounseL, Hollams ; Lionel Hart.— Times. 


SOLICITOR STRUCK OFF THE ROLLS. 
28th October—Lzz Harpwickx (Leeds). 
SOLICITOR SUSPENDED. 


1st November—Cuanrtes Grorce Barnes (Hastings). 
[To pay £126 4s. 1d. within forty-eight hours, and the costs within a 
week after the master’s allocatur, and to be suspended for twelve 
months In case of default in payment, to be struck off the rolls. ] 











LAW SOCIETIES. 
HUDDERSFIELD INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 


The following are extracts from the annual report of the committee :— 

Members.—During the year the society has lost no member by death, 
and, with very few exceptions, all the solicitors practising in the town are 
members. ere has been one new member added during the year, and 
four have severed their connection with the society. The roll now 
stands:—Honorary members, 2; life member, 1; barrister-at-law, 1 ; 
solicitors, 60; total, 54. 

Conditions of res | the year the sub-committee appointed for 
the purpose of revising th sootehy's conditions of pale have concluded 
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their labours, and a revised form has been adopted and entered at 
Stationers’ Hall. The thanks of the committee and the society are due to 
those gentlemen who have had the matter to deal with, and your com- 
mittee believe that the revised conditions will be generally acceptable, 
and will be found to work well in practice. 

The Land Transfer Bill.—The provisions of the proposed Land Transfer 
Bill have received the careful consideration of your committee, and a 
report has been made thereon by your committee at the request of the 
Incorporated Law Society. It would appear that very many of the law 
societies throughout the country are of opinion that the scheme of the 
Bill is unsatisfactory in many respects. 

County Court Jurisdiction.—Your committee have felt that some adjust- 
ment of the jurisdiction of the county courts has become absolutely 
essential. The anomaly has too long existed of the county courts having 
a large jurisdiction in bankruptcy and equity matters, and a jurisdiction 
limited to £50 only on the common law side. The committee will be 
glad to see some comprehensive measure introduced for the purpose of 
enlarging the common law jurisdiction. 

Prosecutions at Sessions.—The manner of the distribution of prosecutions 
at sessions and assizes amongst the solicitors in the town not being con- 
ducted in a systematic manner, your committee, with a view to a more 
regular and equitable system being adopted, appointed a deputation to 
wait upon the Watch Committee. After a consideration of the matter the 
Watch Committee decided to appoint a solicitor to act as prosecuting 
solicitor for the borough, and the appointment was ultimately conferred 
upon Mr. Joseph Bottomley. 

Unqualified Practitioners. — This question having been brought into 
prominence by a decision of Judge Lushington, at the Croydon County 
Court (31 Sorrcrrors’ Jovgnat, 396), the Incorporated Law Society issued 
a circular upon the matter. Judge Snagge, having also made some 
reference to the subject, a deputation from this society waited upon his 
honour on June 9, and stated the views of the society upon the subject. 
His honour informed the deputation that he would do all in his power to 
— the privileges of the solicitors from being infringed upon, and that 
e would not permit any unauthorized person to practise before him. 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 


Usirep Law Srvupents’ Socrery.—October 27.—The motion was ‘‘ That 
the methods and morals of the new journalism are alike reprehensible.”’ 
Mr. Moyle opened the debate in the absence of Mr. Williams. Mr. 
Lazarus opposed, and was followed by Messrs. Voules, Saur, and 
Marcus, whil+ Messrs. Lewis, Goodall, Eiloart, Yates, Common, Watson, 
and others supported the opener. Mr. Moyle having replied, the motion 
was carried, the numbers being eighteen for and four against. Mr. 
Lawrence Gane, Q C., M.P., will, on November 21, deliver a lecture on 
Shakespeare’s ‘‘ Merchant of Venice.’’ 

Oct. 31.—Mr. Ferd moved: ‘‘That the fusion of the two branches of the 
profession of the law is desirable.’’ Mr. Bateman Napier followed in 
pap recae to the motion. Mr. Saw, Mr. Munday, and Mr. Watson 
alse opposed ; while Mr. Voules, Mr. Moyle, and Mr. Preston followed the 
opener. After reply the motion was carried, on a shew of hands, by one 
vote. 

Leeps Law Srvupents’ Socrery.—Oct. 29—The society opened their 
twelfth session with a smoking concert in the Queen’s Hotel. Mr. T. E. 
West, barrister-at-law, occupied the chair. There was a large attendance 
of members and their frien ds, numbering altogether about 250. 








NEW ORDERS, &c. 
THE CHANCERY TAXING MASTERS. 
Norice. 
By the direction of the Lord Chancellor, Taxing Master Bloxam will in 
future dispose of a!l taxations in lunacy proceedings. 


All other taxations will be distributed among the other taxing masters. 
The name of Mr. Bloxam will be omitted from the rota. 








LEGAL NEWS. 
OBITUARY. 


The Right Hon. JonarHan Curist1an, many years a Lord Justice of 
Appeal in Ireland, who died at 53, Merrion-square, Dublin, on the 29th 
ult., in his seventy-ninth year, was the second son of Mr. George Christian, 
solicitor, of Dublin. He was born in 1809, and he was educated at 
Trinity College, Dublin. He was called to the bar in Ireland in 1834, and 
he soon acquired a good practice in the Wourt of Chancery. He was 
created a Queen’s Counsel in 1846 and a serjeant-at-law in 1851. In 1856 
he became Solicitor-General for Ireland in Lord Palmerston’s first Ad- 
ministration, and a year later he was appointed a puisne judge of the 
Court of Common Pleas. In 1867 he became Lord Justice of Appeal in 
Ireland and a member of the Irish Privy Council. He retired from the 
bench in 1878 on the ground of failing health. He was an accomplished 
equity lawyer, and his judgments were remarkable for terse au@ lucid 
expression. 
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APPOINTMENTS. 


The Hon. Epwarp Lyvtrn Sranuey, barrister, has been appointed a 
Commissioner under the Trustee Savings Banks Act, 1887. Mr. Stanley is 
the third son of the second Lord Stanley of Alderley, and was born in 
1839. He was educated at Eton, and he was formerly Fellow of Balliol 
College, Oxford, where he graduated first class in Olassics in 1961. He 
was called to the bar at the Inner Temple in Michaelmas Term, 1865, and 
he is a member of the Northern Circuit. Mr. Stanley was M.P. for Old- 
ham in the Liberal interest from 1880 till 1885, and he was for several 
years a member of the School Board for London as a representative of the 
Marylebone division. 


The Hon. Tuomas Henry Witttam Petuam, barrister, has been 
appointed an Assistant-Commissioner under the Local Government 
Boundaries Act, 1887. Mr. Pelham is the third son of the third Earl of 
Uhichester and was born in 1847. He was educated at Eton, and at 
Trinity College, Cambridge, where he graduated in the second class of the 
Law Tripos in 1869. He was called to the bar at the Inner Temple in 
Trinity Term, 1871, and he formerly practised on the South-Eastern 
Circuit and at the Sussex and Brighton Sessions. Mr. Pelham is legal 
adviser to the agricultural department of the Privy Council, and he was a 
Boundary Commissioner under the Redistribution Acts of 1885. 


Mr. ALExANDER Govcx Sarru, solicitor, of Melksham and Devizes, has 
been appoiuted Registrar of the Melksham County Oourt (Circuit No. 52). 
Mr. Smith was admitted a solicitor in 1872. 


Mr. Gzorce Freperick Caampers, barrister, has been appointed an 
Assistant-Commissioner under the Local Government Boundaries Act, 
1887. Mr. Chambers is the only son of Dr. Richard Chambers, and was 
born in 1841. He was educated at King’s College, London. He was 
called to the bar at the Inner Temple in Trinity Term, 1866, and he is 
a member of the South-Eastern Circuit. He was formerly an assistant- 
inspector of the Local Government Board. 


Mr. Francis Gaskett, barrister, has been appointed an Assistant- 
Commissioner under the Local Government Boundaries Act, 1887. Mr. 
Gaskell is the fourth son of Mr. Frederick Gaskell, and was born in 1850. 
He was educated at Trinity Hall, Cambridge, where he graduated in the 
third class of the Classical Tripos in 1873. He was called to the bar at 
Lincoln’s-inn in November, 1884. 


Mr. Tuomas James Newman, solicitor ‘of the firm of Newman & Bond), 
of Barnsley, has been appointed Clerk to the Governors of Barnsley 
Grammar School. Mr. Newman was admitted a solicitor in 1855. 


Lord Ormatuwarte has been elected Chairman of the Radnorshire 
Quarter Sessions. 


Mr. Tuomas Fatxner A..ison, solicitor, of Louth, has been elected 
Warden of Louth Grammar School for the ensuing year. Mr. Allison 
was admitted a solicitor in 1851. He is town clerk of Louth. 


Sir James Marsuatt, C.M.G., has been appointed Chief Justice of the 
Niger Territory. Sir J. Marshall is the son of the Rev. James Marshall, and 
was born in 1829. He was educated at Exeter College, Oxford. He was 
called to the bar at UincoJn’s-inn in Hilary Term, 1868, and he formerly 
practised on the Northern Circuit. He was appointed Chief Magistzate at 
the Gold Coast in 1873, and he was a puisne judge of the Gold Coast 
Colony from 1877 till 1879, when he was appointed Chief Justice. He 
resigned the latter office in 1882, and he was knighted soon afterwards. 
rag created a Companion of the Order of St. Michael and St. George 
in , 


Mr. Wit11am Henry Hastines Keuxe, barrister, has been appointed a 
Puisne Judge for the Niger Territory. Mr. Justice Kelke is the only son 
of the Rev. William Hastings Kelke, rector of Drayton Beauchamp, 
Buckinghamshire, and was born in 1839. He was educated at Brasenose 
College, Oxford. He was called to the bar at Lincoln’s-inn in January, 
1879, and he has practised in the Chancery Division. 





PARTNERSHIP DISSOLVED. 
James Bispor Hocompge and Harry Hecomss, solicitors, (Hocombe & 
Son), Rugby-chambers, Great James-street, Bedford-row, London. Octo- 
ber 28. [ Gazette, Nov.1. 





GENERAL, 


It is stated that the Lord Chancellor has intimated his intention of not 
recommending Her Majesty to make any further additions to the rank of 
Queen s Counsel until January or February next. 


At the Coventry City Police Court on the 31st ult., Walter William 
Neale, solicitor, was brought up on remand charged with three several 
forgeries of mortgages in the names of the prisoner’s brothers. The prisoner 
was committed for trial at the Warwick Assizes. 


It is stated that at a meeting of commissioners appointed under the L»cal 
Government Boundaries Act, 1887, on the 28th ult., the following gentlemen 
were appointed assistant commissioners to hold preliminary inquiries :—The 
Hon. TI. H. W. Pelham, and Messrs. G. F. Chambers, E. V. Dashwood, 
Francis Gastell and A. Johnston. 


In the course of the trial at Bristol, on Saturday last, for rape on a girl 
17 years old, one of the prisoners went into the witness-box and denied the 
offence. In cross-examination ho was asked how often he had been previously 
convicted ; and.on his counsel objecting, Mr. Justice Wills that the 
question might be put: If a prisoner tendered himeelf as a witness he must 








submit, like any other wi ness, to be cross-2xamined as to his antsced sts. 
The prisoner then admitted three previous convictions in assumed namss. 


Mr. Wynne E. Baxter has Sy og the coronership of the county of 
Sussex. In a circular issued to the freeholders of the county he says: 
“Shortly after my election as coroner for East Middlesex the question -¥ a 
division of that district was under discussion, and I therefore delayed taking 
the present ~ ah | a year has now elapsed without that question 
having been disposed of. I am, therefore, reluctant any longer to delay 
carrying out - | original intention of resigning into your hands the office to 
which, through your kindness, I was elected without opposition some 
years ago.”’ 

Before discharging the d jury at the Bristol Assizes on Tuesday, Mr. 
Justice Wills took the patna of complimenting the gentleman at 
Bristol responsible, for the admirable way in which the depositions were - 
prepared. He said he had never seen better written or more intelligently 

repared depositions, and when so admirably pre as they were in 

ristol, he felt he ought to publicly po: esrwsc ns Bs e fact. When deposi- 
tions were so well prepared it materially lightened the work of the ps 
and he desired to return to the responsible gentleman his grateful thanks. 


Justice Miller, of the Supreme Court of the United States, says the Sr. 
James’ Gazette, has ventured on the bold step of appointing Miss Phabe 
Couzins to be the United States Marshal for the eastern district of Missouri, 
in succession to her father. Miss Couzins is the first woman known to have 
been appointed to an executive position in America. She also boasts the 
honour of having been the first 1 — to the Bar. She has, however, 
never pleaded in court, though she been fonguently employed as consult- 
ing counsel. Cases may arise in her new sphere of activity calculated to 
impose a much severer strain on her nerves than any which she has 
had to sustain in her experience of the Bar. As United States hal it 
will be her duty to make arrests. And she may even be called upon to 
head a posse for the capture of desperate criminals who refuse to surrender. 


In the course of the hearing of Re Sherwood, Sherwood v. Metcalf, before 
Court of Appeal No. 2, on Monday, a case which turned upon the construc- 
tion of a will, it appeared that no copy of the will had been furnished for the 
use of the judges. Lord Justice Cotton said that it was impossible to decide 
a case of that nature without each of their Lordships having before him a 
copy of the document to be construed. He had been informed recently by 
counsel that the taxing masters would not alluw the costs of three copies of 
a document. That wasa mistake, The taxing masters would not allow the 
costs of unnecessary copies; but where the question turned upon the con- 
struction of a particular document then, in consequence of his Lordship’s 
observations in a case that came before the Court before the Long Vacation 
(31 mre JouRNAL, 263), the costs of three copies would always be 
allowed. 


In a case of Union Bank of London v. Munster, counsel relied on a passage 
from Fry on Specific Performance. Mr. Justice Kekewich, in the course of 
his judgment said that judges nowadays were continually expressing their 
regret that text-books should be cited as authorities ; and in this instance 
the very learned judge whose treatise had been cited had in his preface issued 
a warning on this head in the following well-knowa words :—‘ There is one 
notion often expressed with regard to works written or revised by authors on 
the Bench, which seems to me, in part, at least, erroneous, the notion I mean 
that they possess a quasi-judicial authority. It is hardly enough remembered 
how different are the circumstances uader which a k is written and a 
judgment pronounced, or how much the weight and value of the latter are 
due to the discussions at the bar which precede the judgment.” 


In the course of his address to the Grand Jury at the Newcastle Assizes 
on the 28th ult., Lord Coleridge said that he set his face strongly against an 
attempt to turn civil matters into criminal matters. In a case for libel in 
which the public peace was in danger, or the security of the Government 
imperilled, or any public matter where the Queen was interested, or where 
the person ‘said to be libelled held a public situation, considerations very 
different applied, and he would be the last in such a case to hesitate 
to apply the doctrine of criminal information. But he did wish to make it 
clear that where it was a question between A and B, and where A libelled 
the character of B, it was most undesirable that the criminal law should be 
invoked, and a man turned into a criminal whea he could be punished by 
way of damages in a civil action. 

The last sitting of Mr. Justice Hawkios as Judge of Assize at Oxford 
was of an unusual character. His lordship having taken his seat shortly 
before twelve on Monday, continued on the bench without interruption, 
except half an hour for lunch, until twenty minutes past one on Tuesday 
morning. The sittings on Friday and Saturday were more than usually 
late, and that on Monday, lasting for thirteen and a half hours at a 
was rendered necessary by the circumstance that the judge had 
two o’clock on ‘Tuesday to meet the grand jury at Worcester, it was 
therefore necessary to complete the Oxford cases on ee The last Jory 
was sworn a few minutes before midnight, and it was about one o’ 
when his lordship, who did not appear in the smallest degree fatigued by 
his extraordinary exertions, yee to pass various short sentences of 
imprisonment on prisoners who had been put back. 


In the course of the ing of a case at the Tavistock County Court, on 
the 22od ult., the defendant’s wife, who appeared on her husband’s behalf, 
handed in an application received by her from Mr. Thomas (who had been 
instructed by the plaintiff to collect the debt which was sued for), in which 
was a demand for the amount claimed, together with sixpence for postage 
and stationery. The Registrar, noticing this latter claim, communicated 
with a Citra and anne boy _ the appli a t His Honour, after 

i . Thomas, was & Vi 
thing for him to do, and that be had no’right to act ass solleltor’ Be 
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(Thomas) had rendered himself liable to a prosecution. Mr. Shelly, who 
was present in court, said as a member of the Incorporated Law Society, he 
would ask his Honour’s permission to communicate with the society on the 
subject. His Honour assented. Mr. Thomas said he understood he had a 
right to demand office expenses, but if he had done wrong he was sorry for 
it, and such a thing should not occur again. His Honour said if Mr. Thomas 
would carry out that promise there would not be any prosecution. Mr, 
Thomas having reiterated his promise, the matter ended. 


Last week there were four actions set down for trial before Mr. Justice 
Mathew, but the hearing could not be aan yr with in any one of 
them. In one case, in the absence of the plaintiff, judgment was given for 
the defendant ; in another the record was withdrawn, a settlement having 
been arrived at ; while the two remaining cases were sent to the bottom of 
the list, stringent terms being in regard to the payment of the costs 
of the day by the parties in fa In the course of the applications for 
adjournment, Mr. Fenties Mathew remarked that the unpreparedness of 
parties when their cases —— in the list had become an intolerable‘public 
nuisance. It was impossible to get a case tried. He had had twenty special 
jury cases on his list and had only been able to try three. In this way the 
arrears, of which so much complaint was made, were created. T'wo other 
special jury cases, having been obtained from another court, on the first being 
called on it was stated by counsel that the solicitor for one of the parties was 
not present. He had been in the ot! er court, but had left, understanding 

the case could not come on there for two or three hours. His lordship 
ordered the hearing to proceed, and observed that a few actions for negligence 
against solicitors in these cases would do a vast deal of good. 


A correspondent has favoured us with a report from The Egyptian Gazette 
of an interesting Habeas Corpus case recently decided by Mr. Cookson, 
C.B., the judge of the Chief Consular Court for Egypt. A seaman on 
board a British steamship was tried by a naval court at Suez, under the 
Merchant Shipping Acts, 1854 and 1855, for certain breaches of discipline, 
and was cateasel to six months’ imprisonment in one of Her Majesty’s 
Consular gaols, and was delivered to the custody of the Constable of the 
British Consular Court at Alexandria, by whom he was lodged in prison. 
There did not appear, however, to have been any warrant issued by the 
Naval Court directing the keeper of the consular gaol to detain the prisoner 
for the term of his sentence. A writ of Habeas Corpus was applied for on 
this ground by Mr. Royle on behalf of the prisoner, and on the 14th ult. it 
was granted by the judge, who said that he could not accept the proposition 
of the adv-cate for the Crown that the copy of the sentence, together with 
a telegram from H. B. M.’s Consul at Port Said directing the police officer 
uf the court to receive the prisoner into custody, constituted together such 
a warrant for imprisonment as would authorise the constable of the court to 
detain the prisoner. The person who held the prisoner in custody was 
bound, on a writ of Habeas Corpus, to justify his detention by the produc- 
tion of a legal warrant from the proper authority, and, no such warrant 
being produced in this case, the court could not do otherwise than direct 
that the prisoner should be discharged. 


A correspondent of the Manchester Guardian says he has taken from the 
Bankruptcy Reports the following figures, showing total receipts, payments 
of every kind, and dividends for the first three years of the Bankruptcy Acts 
of 1869 and 1883 respectively :— 


Dividends, Per cent. Costs. Per cent. 

(a) () 

£ £ 
a ll es er: | ore «| 
a se Sees 
foe. =. eee cw ts OE ae, Sw: SEER 
cic cad cen sek SBOE ice tus WE ice cs SESS 
De See cw 8 OO... 3 SE nw - ws BS 
1887 ... ... 565,987 56°81... 430, 239 .. 4318 


(a) and (4) added together show the total rece i for each 3 year. He adds 
that assuming this to be accurate, the less said the better about the costs 
under the Bankruptcy Act of 1883. 








COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 











Rota OF REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 
Date. APPEAL + apeel APPEAL Count Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
No. No. 2. Kay. CHITTY. 
Mon., Nov. 7 Mr. syamintio Mr. Lavie Mr. Leach Mr. Beal 
Tuesday a: 2 Clowes Carrington Godfrey Pugh 
Wednesday 9 Jackson Lavie Leach Beal 
Thursday .. 10 Koe Carrington Godfrey Pugh 
Friday ...... 11 Carrington Lavie Leach Beal 
Saturday... 12 Lavie Carrington Godfrey Pugh 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Norra. STIRLING. KEKEWICH. 
Monday, November... 7 Mr. Clowes Mr. Koe Mr. King 
Tuesday 8 Pemberton Jackson Ward 
Wednesday Clowes Koe King 
Thursday .....0.....se0ereeeee 10 Pemberton Jackson Ward 
—.. constoes 7 Clowes Koe King 
YY Pemberton Jackson Ward 
‘WARNING TO INTENDING HOUSE PURCHASERS AND artecine 


——.- 
oe stating © house Save the Sans arrangements th ily exambae 
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WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gasette.—FRmay, October 28, 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES, 
LIMITED IN a 

LovUGHBORO’ ‘1-4 Crus, Lure. aoe r winding up, “wy Oct 26, 

directed to heard before Chitty, J., pm ale 5. ps & Turner, 

Brixton 4, Rod. for petner 
MIDDLESEX MANUFACTURING Co, LimITED.—By an order made neg eg td 
dated Oct 12, it was ordered that the company be wound up. Raphael, M 


gate st, solor for petner 
TEMAN, CORNISH, & Co, Lim1TED.—Stirling, J., has fixed Nov 8 at 12, at his 
chambers, for the appointment of an official liquidator 

PELICAN WORKS ra Co, Luutrep.—Petn for winding up, presented 
Oct 28, directed to be heard before Kay, J., on Saturday, Nov 5. Gover, Queen 
st, Cheapside, solor for — 

RaILwaY DEBENTURE, STOCK, MorTGAGE CORPORATION, LIMITED.—North, 
J. has fixed Thursday, Novi io at at 12, at his chambers, for the appointment of an 


official liquidator 
CouNTY PALATINE OF LANCASTER. 
UNLIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

MANCHESTER, BURY, ROCHDALE. AND OLDHAM StgaM TRAMWAYS COMPANY.— 
Petn for winding up, presented Oct 26, directed to be heard before the Vice- 
Chancellor, at_the Assize Courts, Strangeways, Manchester, on Nov 7. 
Addleshaw & Warburton, pmepepennes. acs coarse for ergs. 

ee a 


ED FOR 3 
FRIENDLY SOCIETY, sation Long Itchington, oe Warwick, Oct 24 
London Gazette.—TUESDAY. Nov 1, a. 
JVUINT STOCK COMPANIES 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 
BraprorD District StgaM TRAMWAYS LiImITED.—North, J., has fixed Thurs- 
day, Nov 10, at in at his chambers, t or the appointment of an Cent A - m 4 
BRITISH. COLONIAL, AND GENERAL [NVESTMENT TRUST, LIMITED Chitty, J 
fixed Friday, Nov ov 11, at 12, at his chambers, for the appointment of an Jiheaat 


liquidator 
ConcHEsTER TRAMWAYS LuarTep.—Creditors are required, on or before 
Tuesday, Nov 22, to hy their Christian and surnames and addreases, and the 
yer lars of their debts or claims, to George Chandler, 24, Moorgate st. 
: jeseer, Bee 6 6, at 11, is Har for hearing and adjudicating upon the 
e an 

COMPANY OF NEWSPAPER RS, LIMITED —Petition for winding up, pre- 
sented Oct 28, directed to 4 = —— Debeve Stirling, J, on Novi12. Shepheards, 
Finsbury circus, solors for petners 

GREENSIDE GLAZED AND FirE Brick Company, LuwiTep.—North, J., has fixed 
tae Nov 1, at it 11, at his chambers, for the app: intment of an official 

wales & & Fisu, Luitep.—Petn for winding up, presented Oct 26, directed to 
be heard betore North, J, on Nov 12. Chester & Uo, Bedford row, for Ingham, 
Bamber Bridge, solor for petners 

HOME AND FoREIGN Mines Trust, LuwiTED.—Stirling, J. has fixed Friday, Nov 
1), at 1, at his chambers, for the appointment of an official liquidator 

Hows MacHINE Co, LmareD.—North. J, has fixed Nov 10, at 2 at bis chambers, 
for the appointment of an official liquidator 

HULL, East YORKSHIRE, AND NORTH LINCOLNSHIRE CONSERVATIVE NEWSPAPER 
AND PRINTING Uo, LimiTeD. —Chitty, J, bas fized Wednesday, Nov 9, at 12, at 
his chambers, for the appointment of an officie] jiquidator 

MINING SECURITIES AND INVESTMENT TRUsT, LIMITED.—Stirling, J, has fixed 
ae 3 12, at 12, at his eens for the + yy of an official liquida tor 

NEWMAN CLUB, LIMITED.- By an order Oct 11, it was ordered that the 
company be wound up. L ae : Liverpool solor for petners 

Vere? (OLD BaRGE Y, ED. — Creditors are 

equired, on or befure Nov 9, ta to Bi. . . their names and addresses, and the par- 

tieulaes of their debts or claims, to Henry Newson Smith, 87, Walbrook. 
Wednesday, Dec 7, at 12, is appointed for hearing and adj udicating upon the 


debts and claims 
FRIENDLY —_y 
SUSPENDED FOR 
es OF MINERS AND OTHERS, Railway Inn, the lon Oldswin ford, Worcester. 











BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gasette.— FRIDAY, October 28. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


ADAMS, WILLIAM, jun. » Bataden, or Newport, Mon, Builder. Newport, Mon, 
Pet Oct 24. ‘Ord Oct 2 
ECKER, HENRY ConnAD, Stamford st, Lambeth, Engineer. High Court, 
Pet, June 10. Ord 

Araixs, Gonos, Leicester, Boot Manufacturer. Leicester. Pet Oct 13. Ord 


Oct 26 
Bae, Seem Brtineten, Warwick, Commercial Traveller. Birmingham. Pet 
624. Ord Oct 24 
Bau, WALTER, Middlesex st, Aldgate, Baker. High Court. Pet Oct 25. Ord 
BARBER, JAMES, Clee, Lincoln, Smackowner. Gt Giimsby. Pet Oct 25. Ord 


t 
BELL, JOsEPH, Bolton, Cumberland, Farmer. Carlisle. Pet Oct 25. Ord Oct 25 
ete gy * ream, Tehinsbesensh, Taincoln, Steam Tackle Owner. Lin- 
Gane, ARTHUR HARRY ae Taaaae, Suatheath, nr Birmingham, Builder. Bir- 


ingham. Pet Oct 24. Ord Oct 
Cavstos, ——— E, Caroline st, Bedford sq, Gent. High Court. Pet Oct 1, 


Crnes, Jonavaae, Salford, Lancs, Show Proprietor. Salford. Pet Oct 26. Ord 
OuavsosD, meemam, Tilton on the Hill, Leicester, Farmer. Leicester. Pet Oct 
amen” ° Saenan ts ened Sutton, Lincs, Farmer. King’s Lynn. Pet Oct 25. Ord 
a... ae peeravee, and SaMUE - Pee HEATLEY, Liverpool, 


Merchants. Liverpool. Pet Sept 30. t 26 
DANIEL, JAMES, Bristol, Piecksmith. Bristol I Pet Oct 26. Ord Oct 26 


Da atime, ORAneee, Maesteg, Glamorgan, Boot Dealer. Cardiff. Pet Oct 21. 
t 24 
Dormer, CHARLES Epwiy, Lower Edmonton, Agent. High Court. Pet Oct 26. 


Oct 26 
GILBERT, THomas, Shawell, Leicester, Farmer. Leicester. Pet Oct 26. Ord 


Hi, James, Stroud, Haulier. Gloucester. Pet Oct 24. Ord Oct 2% 
ine, Tpeeee, Canton, Cardiff, Furniture Dealer. Cardiff. Pet Oct24. Ord 
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Court * » Wi Steam Tackle Owner. Lin- 
Huangpe, BaarEste Lacwosp, Patece 20, Crouch Had, Mereapiiie Clerk, High en edin. "Bet Ost 36 Ord Washingboroagh, Lincoln, 


Jounson, RicHaRD, Hereford, Tailor. Hereford. Pet Oct 24. “Ord Oct 24 


Jommate, 7a THomas ap Oednee, Menchenter, Fancy Box Manufacturer. Manchester. 
LANDER, Jomm, Viverpoel, Merchant. Liverpool. Pet Sept 24. Ord Oct 25 


eae, Shropshire, Ale Agent. Leominster. Pet Oct 24- 
MANNING, uns, Chittichamholt, Devon, Miller. Barnstaple. Pet Oct 25. Ord 


MONYPENNY. RoBERT THOMAS GYBBON Gussen, Rolvenden, Kent, no employ- 
ment. Pet Oct 24, Ord Oct 
OLLIFF, HENRY, h Wycombe, Coal Dealer. Aylesbury. Pet Oct 25. Ord 


OXLEY, W1111AM, Kingstone, Kent, out of business. Canterbury. Pet Oct 22. 


2 

Parker, GEORGE, Birmingham, Baker. Birmingham. Pet Oct 26. Ord Oct 26 
Panny, Soames, Shepy Magna, Leicester, Farmer. Birmingham. Pet Oct 24. 
Punts, 5. R., and — Perece, Northampton, Ironmongers. Northampton. Pet 


Ord Oct 1 
Ponsa Hasnz, Latessten, Dect Manttnetuien. Leicester. Pet Oct 26. Ord 


Oct 
Pormmarou, Pacts, Cavendish rd, Balham, Builder. Wandsworth. Pet Oct 24. 
necsapes, Arexaveun, Newman st, Oxford st, Olerk. High Court. Pet Oct 25. 


25 
SEATON, THOMAS, Carlisle, Tailor. Carlisle. Pet Oct 26. Ord Oct 26 
oe, rT: Jem, West Smethwick, Staffs, Coal Dealer. Uldbury. Pet Oct 


Tease, yo war, Beiige 3 rd, Battersea, Provision Merchant. Wands- 


worth. Pet Oc 
Von cms, Oo , Lower Sloane st, Chelsea, Baker. High Court. Pet 


Warp. 2, JouN Love, un, Smethwick, Staffs, Spoon Manufacturer, Oldbury. 
Was, Sor Sneinton, Nottingham, Clothier. Nottingham. Pet Oct 24. 


WILson, ELIZABETH, Whetstone, Innkeeper. Barnet. Fet Oct 24. Ord Oct 24 
Vee, JouN, Oldham, Commercial Traveller. Oldham. Pet Oct. 5. 


wee See Leighton Buzzard, Beds, Innkeeper. Luton. Pet Oct 24. 


FIRST MEETINGS. 
ADAMS, p weeraae,D jun., siaipos, as nr Rowport, Mon, Builder. Nov 7 at 12. Off 
ANNAKIN, pre acgas pl, Newport wae er Whitestonecliffe, nr Thirsk, Farmer. Nov 14 
at 1 30. Court House, Northallerton 
AvsTIn, JOHN, Leeds, Millwright. Nov7at11. Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 


BarsBY, EDWARD SmiTH, Leicester, Boot Manufasturer. Nov 4 at 12.80. 28, 
BELL, JOSEPH, Bolton, Cumberland, Farmer. Nov Sat 12. Off Rec, 34, Fisher 


HERBERT same, Hayton, nr Liverpool, Provision Merchant. 
Nov 8 at 3, O8 Bee, . Victoria st, Liverpoo 
Booru, CATHERINE, Blackpool, out of business. Nov7 at 8.30. Off Rec, Ogden’s 


aooke Wanttae Bridge st, chester 
St Ossett, Yorks, Wool Extractor. Nov4at3. Off Rec, Bank 
ome ELLEN, © Cleator Moor, Cumberland, Publican. Nov7ati2. 67, Duke 


CLIFFORD, RICHARD, aol Leicest F 
te ngton, ershire, Farmer. Nov 7 at 12.30. 28, 
Coox, WILLIAM, Burdett , 2a, Mile End, Laundry Engineer. Nov 4 at 11. 33, 


et, Lincoin’s 
COTTON, CE Lnnr, Ches terman rd, Not hill, Commander BR. N. Nov 7 at 


11. Off Rec, Lincoln’s inn bl Bow! he 
ey — a Fownhope, Herefordshire, Publican. Nov 95 06 20. 2, Offa st, 


FisH, Boy jun, Gt Grimsby, Fish Curer. Nov 16 at12, Off Rec, 3, Haven 
ne. cae Spicer, Bootle, Lancashire, Stockbroker. Nov 8 at 2.30. Off 


Victoria st, Liv 

Pare, Wins, Ipewich, Merchant’s Manager. Nov 4 at 12.15. Off Rec, 

Gay, FaEpEnice Hoestascat, Tooting Beo 7, Streatham, Gent. Noy? et 
09, Victoria st, Westminster nacht 

Harms, iran, Boston, Lincolnshire, Fishmonger. Nov 10 at 12. Off Rec, 48, 

Sean dns alee ee ape Imperial Hotel, Stroud 


JONES, ROBERT WALLEN, green, Hammeremi Retired Lieu’ 
Novae it. in, Caney 6 Llncstn's tan ™ ore 
LAURIE, Denier Nov 7 at 2. Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, 
LEWIS, JOHN OWEN, Mitcham, Florist. Nov7 at 8. 109, Victoria street, West- 
MANNING, James, Chittlehamholt, Devon, Miller. Nov Sat 10. Unicorn Hotel, 


Mirton, JoHnN, Greenh: nr Manchester, 
C arcenhers. nr y= Greengrocer. Nov 4 at 11.30. Off 
Morkis, GEORGE EDwipb, Newport, Lincoln, Joiner. Nov 8 at 12. Off Rec, 2, 


t 
Movunspon, Epwrx WIN, Sandford, Devon, Innkeeper. Nov7at3. Castle of Exeter, 


ORES, 2 Anes Wrs7ax, Bardets 2d, Bow, out of business. Nov4atii. 33, 
PHILLIPS, JAMES APLIN, Axminster, Devon, Baker. Nov 7 at 8. The Castle of 


JouN, and Ra’ _ 
Sana, 3 Novaatin On Off Reo, Desks. Longsight, Lance.U pholsterers’ Warehouse: 


SEaTon, THOMAS, Carlisle, Tailor. al yt at 
THomas, JOHN, Rhyl, Butcher. Nov 8 at 3.30. Star Cocoa House, Rhyl 
Wr114Ms, THomas Parr’ 
on at Off lec, Crypt core, Quester” saggennce seg Nov7 
IL8ON, WILLIAM , Guisborough 
Off Rec, 8, Albert rd, Middlesborough ate, Telev’s Cutter, HovSabit. 
SS, 


Banaun, Janne, Clee, Lincoln, Smackowner. Gt Grimsby. Pet Oct 25. Ord 


CAMPBELL, ELLEN, Moor, Cumberland, Publican. Whitehaven. Pet 
Oct 22. ey eal 

Cassy, ABenus ee ae omgne, Guetthesth, ur Birmingham, Builder. Bir- 

ERLAIN, RANDOLPH TANKERVILLE, Buckley rd, Streatham, Solicitor. 

Wandsworth. Pet Augi13. Ord Oct 2% 

Cots, THomas, Long Sutton, Lincoln, Farmer. King’s Lynn. Pet Oct 25. Ord 

Coon, Sunsiag Waseat, Léverpost, Importer of Peevisiens, Liverpool. Pet Oct 

Dray. ween, S 7g Sensors, Teteahem, Coppersmith. High Court. Pet 
oe, Arzame. Seen f juxta Birmingham, Brewers’ Agent. Birmingham. 

Feneyan, Sous, Hocnvatl, Edeenaet Victualler. East Stonehouse. Pet Oct 7. 

Gnamsoss, Gaorauas, Reapert ot, Coventry st, Hotel Keeper. High Oourt. Pet - 

ENRY HERBERT, To! Turf Commission t. 

Pet Oct 18. Ord Oct 25 me, font. Engin, Susp. 

Lxororp, Palace rd, Orouch End, Clerk. High Court. 





ae 
‘et Oct 24. Ord Oct 
Hitt. Janes, Stroud, Haniler. Gloucester. Pet Oct 2%. Ord Oct 26 


OSEPH, Barton under Needwood, Staffs, Schoolmaster. Burton 
on Trent. Pet G Oct 19. Ord Oct 21 
JouNeON, RIcHARD, Hereford, Tailor. Hereford. Pet Oct24. Ord Oct 24 


Joumeon, Tutas Ciark, Manchester, Box Maker. Manchester. Pet Oct 24. 
Joums, Jom, jeaetemnione, Cardiganshire, Farmer. Aberystwith. Pet Oct 
Oxray. eee Kingstone, Kent, out of business. Canterbury. Pet Oct 22. 
Panag. JaMEs APLIN, Axminster, Devon, Baker. Exeter. Pet Oct 6. Ord 


26 
Pusrepane, wun, Birmingham, out of business, Birmingham. Pet 
READY, CHARLES, Sudbury, Suffolk,Grocer. Colchester. Pet Oct1. Ord Oct 24 


ScHOLES, Some. and RaYNER Drake. ny Side, Lancs, Upholsterers’ Ware- 
enemer, er t24. Ord 


house Man r. 
SEATON, THOMAS, Carlisle, Tailor. Pet Oct 26. Ord Oct 26 


Gnansam, » bry Wrr1iaM, Cheltenham, Stationer. Cheltenham. Pet Oct 
SmRLEY, » WILLIAM Tram EDWooD, York Castle, Yorks, Solicitor. Sheffield. Pet Aug 
r 
SKINFILL, Winzsas Jour, Titete Dock rd, Canning Town, Chemist. High 
Court. Pet Sept 17. Ord Oct 26 
Coren, Suen Jee, Wen Smethwick, Staffs, Coal Dealer, Oldbury. Pet 


Ord Oct 
Suite, WitL1AM Marnprizs, Balne, nr Snaith, Yorks, Butcher. Wakefield. 


Pet Oct 18. Ord for 24 
Toc, % wy Henry, Ecclesfield, Yorks, Farmer. Sheffield. Pet Sept 22. 
Wuson, ExizaBeTH, Whetstone, Innkeeper. Barnet. Pet Oct 24, Ord Oct % 
London Gasette.—ToEspaY, Nov. 1. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Bats, 5 gous os Gpepen. Ge Southport, Lancs, Provision Merchant. Liverpool. Pet 


Dara epee AP Qs" eres nen wee Hs, Degen 
Court. Pet Oct, Ord Oct 29 

Cann. ane, Faqsenens, © Bridgnorth, Salop, Veterinary Surgeon. Madeley. Pet Oct 

Care. STUKEAM, Payhembury, Devon, Bootmaker. Exeter. Pet Oct 11. Ord 

Dawsox, WIZLAM, Beccles, Suffolk, Baker. Gt Yarmouth. Pet Oct 28. Ord 


es a ee Leeds. Pet Oct 28. Ord Oct 28 

Fiowers, W: Addiscombe Croydon, Beer Retailer. 
ston 1 “Pet Oct 26 PEs of ~ 

voous, ~¥4 Wapesci, Restaurant Keeper. Dorchester. Pet Oct 2A, 
Pet Auaeer Hever, a Prisoner in Wakefield, Hay Dealer Barnsley. 
e Oct 

Gazz, JAMES, Scarborough, Fish Curer. Scarborough. Pet Oct 28, Ord Oct 28 

GREEN, ABEL, Staffordshire, Farmer. Hanley, Burslem, and Tunstall. 
Pet Oct 17. Ord 29 

HAYWARD, Market Drayton, Plumber. Nantwich ard Orewe. Pet 
Oct 25. Ord Oct 25 

HELLOWELL, Joun, Leeds, Chemist. Leeds. Pet Oct 28. Ord Oct 28 

Henpy, THomas, Kennington, Berks, Baker. Oxford. Pet Oct 26. Ord Oct 26 


Krrson, JaMEs, Buntingford, Hertfordshire, Grocer. Cambridge. Pet Oct 25. 


25 
Lamweiase, Masta, Maindee, nr Newport, Mon. Newport, Mon. Pet Oct 29, 
Macey, Wr114M, Olapham rd, Smackowner. Gt Yarmouth. Pet Oct27. Ord 


Maneges, Pumnanees, Riatagham, Siem, Birmingham. Pet Oct28. Ord 
Mrporasom, 3 Jaume, Fulmodestone, Norfolk, Publican. Norwich. Pet Oct 15. 
MrtxER, JosErx, Gt Grimsby, Carter. Gt Grimsby. Pet Oct 28. Ord Oct 23 — 
Mrs, Henry, Walsall, Iron Founder. Walsall. Pet Oct 28, Ord Oct 28 

MiTcHELSON, HENRY, BH: ot, Gotaiming, Wine Merchant. Guildford and 
Moopy, Jony, g. gh Oct ms Moopy, Kingston upon Hull, Painters. Kingston 

upon Hull. Pet Oct 27. Ord Oct 27 
Morizy, WiLL1AM, Licensed . Stockton on Tees and 
. Pet Oct 26. Ord Oct 26 
Pearse, W: Stonehouse, Devon, Forage Dealer. East Stonehouse. 


Pet Oct 28. Oct 28 
Pees SR Sepa, Levemtent, Norwich. Pet Oct 26, 


Ram, Py - maaan Glamorganshire, Boot Maker. Neath. Pet 
Ram, ‘Troxas, Brunswick rd, Poplar, Com Dealer High Court. Pet Oot 11. 
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meer =: JOSEPH, Harrogate, Yorks, Coal Agent. York. Pet Oct 27. Ord 
ROTHEROE, WILLIAM, Birmingham, Builder. Birmingham. Pet Oct 28. Ord 
Rosagoee®. . er Kingston upon Hull, Cowkeeper. Kingston upon Hull. 
SHENTON, Tom, Bakewell. , Ey Tobacconist. Derby. Pet Oct 28. Ord 
—— | assem Hanging Grimston, Yorks, Farmer. York. Pet Oct27. Ord 


SMITH, oe Derby, Joiner. Derby. Pet Oct 29. Ord Oct 29 
cease Team, Brinkley, Cambridgeshire, Turf Agent. ;Cambridge. 

et Be Sept 30. Ord Oct 29 
SWALzs, 2 a © Bridlington, Yorks, Horse Dealer. Scarborough. Pet Oct 


aera. vtreo, Hertfordshire, Licensed Victualler. 

r ic 

WEBB, CHARLES FREDERICK, Holcombe, Somersetshire, Farmer. Wells. Pet 
Oct 27. Ord Oct 27 

WBBLEY, WILLIAM, ivy Tydfil, Dealer in Fancy Goods. Merthyr Tydfil. 
Pet Oct 29. Ord Oct 

beter =| a. 13, Pall ‘Mall, Middlesex, Gent. High Court. Pet Sept 380. 

WoopGer, HENRY LAMBLE, Scarborough, Fish Salesman. Scarborough. Pet 
Oct 2%. Ord Oct 28 

WRIGHTSON, ROBERT Guemron, Stockton’on Tees, out of business Stockton on 
Tees and M iddlesboroush. Pet Oct 26. Ord Oct 26 

EIVING ORDER RESCINDED 


RE 
CHAPMAN, RICHARD Jaa Stratford, Essex, Contractor. High Court. Kec Ord 
Bept 29. Rescis Oct 28 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Barnzs, RICHARD BARNABY, and JamMxS BAINEs, Liverpool), Pawnbrokers. Nov 
B 10 at +o Rec, _ Victoria st, sarees 1 Victual 
EDDOW,. ERICK, olverhampton, License ictualler. Nov 1il 3.3), 
B Off 5 ag ~ close, Wo eveeneeay ‘i . + : Ky 
ICKERSTETH, JOHN EDMUND, Walton on the Hill, out of busines: Nov 10 at 2. 
Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpoo gomendiin wa reed 
Nov 9 at 12. Off Ree, 


1 
BRADBURY, BENJAMIN, Hartlepool, Beerhouse Keeper. 
Bnows, Samy inewiag Wedaaas h, Li 1 
ROWN, JOHN EDWARD, Washingboroug ncolnshire, Steam Tackle O 
Nov 8 at 12.30. Off Rec, 2, St Benedict's sq, Lincoln Ks ee 
DAnigE, Jaume , Bristol, Blacksmith. Nov 16 at 12.30. Off Rec, Bank chbrs, 


EpGiey, ROBERT WILLIAM, Brandon st, Walworth, Builder. Nov 8 at 
Bankruptcy bites Lincoln’s inn wes tmatten: 
Farr, HENRY, ridge rd, Mile End gate, Cheesemonger. Nov 10at 11. 33, 
F. = Eineai’ <—_ ton, Coal Merch N 
'AWCETT, JOHN orthampton erchant. ov 8 at 10. 
5 Fol ema had pton, a County Court, 


FIELDING, ELIJAn, Azeieg, nr Leeds, Warehouseman. Nov i1at11. Off Rec, 
22, Park row, Leeds 
oo. THOMAS. as Shawell, Leicestershire, Farmer. Nov 9 at 12.30, 28, Friar 
r 


queue IOVANNI, Rupert st, Coventry st, Hotel Keeper. Nov 9 at 12. 
wou, Govan bldgs, Portugal st, enc 8 inn fields 
Hamer, Henry HERBERT, Tooting. Commission Agent. Noy 9ati1. 16 
m, 30 and 31, St. Swithin’s My 
JONES, JOHN, Llanbadarnfawr, Cardiganshire, Farmer. Nov 10 at1. Town hall, 
———_ 
Nov 8 at 4. 


h 
Kent, ARTHUR, Woburn Sands, Buckinghamshire, Wh 
san GaN OORTE NoTMULS see Gaus Nor nat tn 
N, JAMES, Bun or ertfords Grocer. Nov 10 at 
bldgs, Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn fields a eee 
LAWRENCE, HENRY THOMAS, eeeey, Worcestershire, Butcher. Nov 9 at 11. 
"ome Derbyshire, Builder. Nov 10 at 3. Off Rec, Figtree 





25, Colmore row, Birmingh 


EY, PETER, 
te, Sheffield 
DLETON, JAMES, Fulmodeston, Norfolk, Publican. Nov 12 at 12. Off Rec, 


8, st, Norwich 
ee us Hemel p mere Herts, Corn Miller. Nov 9 at 12. King’s 
Bt Stephen 8 sq, Westbourne park, Doctor. Nov 9 at 


Hotel, Hemel  empete 
MILWARD, W. CLEMENT, 
30, rd bldgs. ortugal st, Lincoln’s inn fields 
MorGAN, er HARLES, Thomas st, Camberwell new rd, Cowkeeper. Nov 10 
at %. ropa, in st, Lincoln’s inn 


OxLey, W. oe yh — Kent, out of business. Nov 11 at 9.30. 32, St 
~ bury 
PEPPER. a Daeves, Norwich, Accountant. Nov 11 at 3,30. Off Rec 8, 


King st, 
PIcKWoRTH, FEeLix Henry, High st, Harlesden, Printer. Nov 10 at 2,30, 33, 
st, Lincoln’s inn 
Porter, YY, Leicester, Boot Manufacturer. Nov 9 at 3. 28, Friar lane, 


Leicester 
PrIcE, JOHN, Rhyl, Fruiterer. Nov8at4. Star Cocoa House, Rhyl 
RoBEkTS, JOSEPH, Harrogate, Coal Agent. Nov 10 at 12.30. Off Rec, 17, Blake st, 


Y 
SuEETOm, Tom, —— “oom . Derbyshire, Tobacconist. Nov 12at2. Rutland Arms 


otel ew 
ILLIAM Epwoop, under detention in York 4 
Nov ti a = 2.15. Guildhall eng od sate ES POD, 
Suupson, G Grimston, Yor! ‘arm N 
og Blake ot est, m Flan iz , 5 er. Nov 10at 2.30. Off Rec, 


ILLIAM JOHN, bin ay and Dock rd, Canning Town, Chemist. Nov 8 at 


11. 33, » One st, Lincaln’s 
Sarre, C men ettering, i Nov 8 at 11. County Court, North- 
—;- Potmossen. Yorks, Grocer. Nov 8 Rec, 
Order's ch ri st, Manchester y a 
TaTHAM, ee ycombe, Surgeon. Nov 14 at 12. Townhall, Henley 


on 
Tinos, WILLIAM gem ockestehe, Yorks, Farmer. Nov 10 at 12.80, Off Rec, 
ToMuIn, : 


= mq ee Sheffield, Watchmaker. Nov 10 at 2. Off Rec, Fig- 
Wasp. cee, Tox, Batley Carr, nr Dewsbury, Grocer. Nov8at10. Off Rec, Bank 


rs, ey 
Watts, JoHN, West Bromwich, Brewer. Nov. 14 at 1030. County Court, Old- 


W. omanize F FREDERICK, Holcombe, Somerset, Farmer. Nov 15 at11. Mitre 
‘WINTERBOTTOM, JOHN, Oldham, Commercial Tra ell 
ps Tl ee veller. Nov 9 at 3. Off Rec, 


Bas) {ADJUDICATIONS, 
Main nr 
Pet Oct M. Ord’ Oct” onge Ben. Sete. Ne ee 





BATTERS, Guones and ALFRED Cooks, BaTrers, Kingston wu; Hull, Drapers. 
upon Hull. Pet Oct 27. Ord Oct 27 cnertcsges 
aes “a, Josura, Al Alkborough, Lincolnshire, Farmer. Great Grimsby. Pet Sept 


Bossoeeary “4-4 Ta naraeie %, Finsbury, Wire Rope Manufacturer. High 
Court.” Pet Sept 6. Ord O 
CLEGG, JONATHAN, Salford, mew / i Proprietor. Salford. Pet Oct 25. Ord 


Oct 27 
care ee _ Maesteg, Glamorganshire, Boot Dealer. Cardiff. Pet Oct 24. 
c 
Fa Ook WiL1AM, Beccles, Suffolk, Baker. Great Yarmouth. Pet Oct 28. Ord 
Dopp, JoHN HENRY, On Nottingham, Beerhouse Keeper. Nottingham. 


Pet Oct 15, Ord Oct 
EmsLEy, WILLIAM, ey Flour Dealer. Leeds. Pet Oct 28. Ord Oct 28 


7 Addiscombe rd, Croydon, Beer Retailer. Croydon. 
hae ~ os nah nay Bootle, Lancs, Stock Broker. Liverpool. Pet Sept 21. 
c 


2 
FRIER, WILLIAM, Ipswich, Coal Merchant’s Manager. Ipswich. Ord Oct 26 


HAYWARD, CHARLES, Market Drayton, Salop, Plumber. Nantwich and Crewe. 
Pet Oct 25. Ord Oct 25 

HELLOWELL, JOHN, Leeds, Chemist. Leeds. Pet Oct 28. Pet Oct 28 

Hitt, THomas, Oardiff, Furniture Dealer. Cardiff. Pet Oct 24. Ord Oct 29 

JACKSON, HENRY ~~ Merton rd, Wandsworth, Dairyman. Wandsworth 
Pet Oct 4. Ord Oct 

JONES. EDMUND ALFRED, Gotborne am Westbourne pk, Dealer in Clothing. High 
Court. Pet Oct 29. Ord O 

Lace. FRANCES HELENA, Liveaped, Boot Dealer. Liverpool. Pet Oct 10. 

Birmingham. 


WERS, WILLIAM TH 
Pet Oct 26. Ord O 


Oct 29 
LAWRENCE, HENRY Totes, Moseley, Worcestershire, Butcher. 
Pet Oct 12. O1d Oct 
MACEY, WIitiAi, dont Smackowner. Gt Yarmouth. Pet Oct 27. Ord 


ict 27 
MARTIN, WILLIAM, Willesden green, Builder. High Oourt. Pet Sept 28. Ord 


Oct 27 

MirzeER, JosePn, Gt Grimsby, Carter. Gt Grimsby. Pet Oct 28. Ord Oct 28 

Mitrs, HENRY, Walsall, Ironfounder. Walsall. Pet Oct 28. Ord Oct 28 

Moopy, Joun, and W1LL1AM Moopy, Mingtten upon Hull, Painters. Kingston 
upon Hull. Pet Oct 27. Ord Oct 

7 = DEEVES, Norwich, Accountant. Norwich. Pet Oct 20. 

rd Oct 29 

Porranste, +3 Cy ony Cavendish rd, BaJham, Builder. Wandsworth. Pet Oct 
24 

REDFERN, ca , a Ashford, nr Pam Derbyshire, Marble Mer- 
chant. Derby. Pet nets, 27. Ord Oct 28 

ys =" JacosB, Pontypridd, Carpenter. Pontypridd. Pet Oct 21. Ord 


27 

RUDEFORTH, HENRY, Tingaten upon Hull, Cowkeeper. Kingston upon Hull, 
Ord Oct 28. Ord Oct 

cumreom, Tom, Bakewell, Derbyshire, Tobacconist. Derby. Pet Oct 28. Pet 


eee Fuceen, Hanging Grimston, Yorks, Farmer. York. Pet Oct 27. 
rd 
SmiTH, THOMAS, Derby, Joiner. Derby. Pet Oct 29. Ord Oct 29 


SWwALeEs, RoBEkRT, Bridlington, Yorks, Horse Dealer. Scarbcrough. Pet Oct 23. 
Ord Oct 28 


WEBLEY, WiL114mM, Merthyr Tydfil, Dealer in Fancy Goods Merthy Tydfil. 
Pet Oct 28. Ord Oct 29 
heuer - 9 Sneinton, Nottingham, Clothier. Nottingham. Pet Oct 2%. 
r 


WHITEHEAD, SMITH, WILLIAM RENNIE WHITEHEAD, and VIRGIL WHITEHEAD, 
Bradford, Manufacturers. Bradford. Pet Oct6. Ord Oct 29 

WRIGHTSON, ROBERT ORMSTON, Stockton on Tees, out of business. Stockton on 
Tees and Middlesborough. Pet Oct 26. Ord Oct 26 








BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 


BIRTHS. 

FowkeE.-On the 25th inst., the wife of Villiers de 8S. Fowke, barrister-at-law, of 
a son. 

HuGues.—Oct. 26, the wife of Francis E. Hughes, B.A., solicitor, of a daughter. 

HUNTER.—On the 22nd inst., at Come oe ens, Kensington, W., the wife 
of Charles 8: Hunter, , barrister-a 

— .—Oct. 25, at Hereford, <<) ‘iar of r* H. Matthews, solicitor, of a 

aug r. 

PapDWICK.— On the 16th inst., at West Thorney, Emsworth, the wife of Herbert 
Padwick, barrister-at-law, of a daughter. 

PRESTON.—On the 18th inst., at Bournemouth, the wife of Donald Preston, 
solicitor, of a daughter. IAG 


MARR 
PLUMMER—SIZER.—On the 21st inst., at Great Feentle 
solicitor, of Cockermouth, to pee daughter of 
Great Bentley. 


ATHS. 
Brre.—On the 19th inst., at Horrabeitne, South Devon, Montague Bere, Q.0., 
County, oust Judge, aged 63. 
the 4th inst., at Kimberley, South Africa, William Wilson Paley, 


36. 
at Dunm' 4 county Antrim, David Ross, Q.C., Recorder of 
Belfast ae County Court of Antrim. 
WuaLey.—On the 22nd inst., a wes, Yorks, Henry Whaley, barrister-at-law, 


aged 44. 
WINDYBANK. —On the 22nd inst., at Tavistock-square, W.C., H. Windybank, of 
Finsbury-circus, solicitor, aged. 46. 


, Joseph William Plummer, 
ington Francis Sizer, of 
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